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Problem Statement 
The literature from Cameroon depicts that the implementation of inclusive 
education is not only in its embryonic stage but faces resistance from educators who are 
still not accepting of the presence of students with disabilities in general education 
classrooms. This resistance has been attributed to several factors ranging from attachment 
to customs and traditions that encourage the isolation of persons with disabilities, to the 
lack of resources and professionals needed for the successful implementation of inclusive 
education programs. These unfavorable attitudes have been a cause for concern among 
parents, educators, and especially government leaders who do not want to be left behind 
the international community in embracing inclusive education. Researchers have found 
  
that unsuccessful inclusive programs stem from teachers’ perceptions of the concept of 
inclusion, their teaching ability, classroom management, and benefits/outcomes of 
inclusion. As a result, this study sought to examine if there is a relationship between 
teachers’ characteristics (such as gender, age, the level of education, years of teaching 
experience, experience teaching in inclusive classrooms, training, and teachers’ language 
of instruction), and their attitudes toward inclusive education. 
Method 
A quantitative non-experimental descriptive survey research design was used in 
this study. Participants included 346 full-time state licensed general education teachers 
from seven bilingual secondary schools participating in SEEPD pilot inclusive education 
program in the North West Region of Cameroon. A survey instrument “Opinions 
Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities” (ORI) was used to collect data in 
determining the attitudes of general education teachers toward inclusion. The Statistical 
Package for Social Sciences Software (SPSS) was used to analyze the data, organize the 
results, and provide descriptive statistics, multivariate and univariate analysis of 
variances (MANOVA, and ANOVA). 
Results 
Teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education in Cameroon were negative on 
how they perceived the concept of inclusion and perceptions of their ability to teach in 
inclusive classrooms. They had positive attitudes toward managing students with 
disabilities in inclusive classrooms, and about the outcomes/benefits of inclusion. 
Overall, most teachers in the pilot inclusive education program in the North West Region 
  
of Cameroon were not accepting of the presence of students with disabilities in general 
education classrooms. These negative attitudes were manifested in teachers’ self-
perceptions of their inability or lack of training in both special and inclusive education. 
There was no significant difference in attitudes on the basis of the language of 
instruction. However, differences were found regarding the other demographic variables 
such as age, gender, experience, and education. Male teachers were more favorable to 
inclusion than their female colleagues. Additionally, older, more experienced, more 
qualified, and more educated teachers, were more likely to be supportive of inclusive 
education than younger, less experienced, less qualified, and less educated ones.  
Conclusion 
This study was conducted in general education secondary schools actively 
engaged in a pilot effort to introduce inclusive classroom practices in seven selected 
bilingual secondary schools in the North West Region of Cameroon. It is not certain what 
the level of acceptance the practice of integrating students with disabilities into the 
general education classroom would be if the study were carried out in schools not 
actively involved in the inclusive education initiative. Nonetheless, what stands out about 
the findings of this study is that most teachers showed negative attitudes about the 
success or outcome of inclusive education and indicated that the training they received in 
special education and inclusive education was not enough to ensure a successful 
integration of students with disabilities into general education classrooms. These findings 
support not only the rationale but also the urgent need for investment by all Cameroonian 
education stakeholders, especially the leading sponsor of education, the government, in 
the training of special education professionals and paraprofessionals in the country. These 
  
revelations also constitute a call for needed action from instructional leaders and higher 
education leaders who can make a difference by promoting professional development 
through seminars and workshops as well as creating targeted special education programs 
in the various institutions of higher learning in the country. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 
 
The number of students, worldwide, who have special learning needs keeps 
growing. The categories of students with special education needs (SEN) have also grown 
considerably over the years. Today almost every classroom around the world includes 
some students dealing with a disability, either physical, educational, psychological, or a 
combination of the three. There is, therefore, an increasing need for teachers to have 
basic knowledge of special education considering that they will have to address issues of 
special needs at one moment in their classrooms. In the early stages of special education 
in the United States, Smith (2007) admits that institutionalization of students with 
disabilities was preferred to any form of inclusion. Things have greatly changed for the 
better since the 1973 Enactment of Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act, and with the 
enforcement of laws protecting the civil rights of persons with disabilities. Against this 
background much has been done to integrate children with disabilities into general 
education classrooms and curriculum. 
In Cameroon, the introduction of inclusion in schools, as a solution to meeting the 
needs of students with disabilities, took even longer to happen. The pace of 
implementation of inclusive education reform has been slow despite the Cameroonian 
government’s signing of treaties and legislations (United Nations Educational Scientific 
and Cultural Organization [UNESCO], 1994) aimed at promoting inclusion in all primary 
 2 
 
and secondary educational institutions. The first government official commitment to 
promote inclusion in schools was symbolized by the signing of the UNESCO Salamanca 
Statement which acknowledged that many countries, including Cameroon, had “well- 
established systems of special schools” for individuals with specific impairments which 
also could represent “a valuable resource for the development of inclusive schools” 
(UNESCO, 1994, p.12). Notwithstanding, the resources from special schools in 
Cameroon have not provided a strong springboard for the development of inclusive 
schools. This has not been unexpected because the policy of inclusion can only be 
effective if general education schools are equipped with facilities, such as self-contained 
classrooms, resource rooms, trained teachers and paraprofessionals needed to provide 
vital support to students grappling with learning. Some research came up with the 
conclusion that the success of inclusion depends on the knowledge, instructional skills, 
and in particular on the attitudes and beliefs of general education teachers toward the 
integration of students with disabilities in general education classrooms (Cook, 2001; 
Friend & Bursick, 2006; Tanyi, 2016; Thaver & Lim, 2014). 
The issue with the introduction of inclusion in Cameroonian schools has its roots 
in the history of the country’s special education system. The system has promoted the 
institutionalization of persons with disabilities since the independence of the country in 
the 1960s (Tukov, 2008). As a result, general educational institutions and professionals 
have not always been trained to handle students with special education needs. Rather, a 
few rehabilitation professionals or special education professionals tend to be available at 
the national level, and therefore are inaccessible to the majority of persons with 
disabilities, especially students (Disability and Rehabilitation Team, 2002). This 
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inaccessibility has probably hindered the ability of schools to implement the integration 
of students effectively with special education needs into general education classrooms. 
The first organized practice of inclusion in Cameroon, which is of interest to this 
study, is only just being initiated in select secondary schools in the North West Region 
(NWR) of the country (Socio-Economic Empowerment of Persons with Disabilities 
[SEEPD], 2011). The North West Region is one of the two English-speaking regions of 
the country. Cameroon has a total of ten regions, 2 of which are English speaking 
(Anglophones), and 8 are French speaking (Francophones). The initiation of the practice 
of inclusion by a few schools in this region of the country has not happened by accident. 
It is one of the first regions of the country to provide some form of accommodation to 
students with visual impairments in the general education classroom. This 
accommodation took place in Government Bilingual High School Kumbo, which has 
recently become one of the pioneer institutions in the practice of inclusive education. 
Their earlier attempts at accommodation involved bringing in students with disabilities, 
accompanied by special education professionals, into the general education classrooms. 
These professionals mostly had the limited role of transcribing the visually impaired and 
blind students’ lessons into Braille. 
The need for this study to investigate general education teachers’ attitudes toward 
inclusion in Cameroon becomes even more crucial, considering that their knowledge of 
the concept of inclusion, perceived ability to teach, ability to manage inclusive 
classrooms, benefits and learning outcomes of students with disabilities, can serve as a 
springboard for the introduction of inclusive education in Cameroonian schools. Special 
education courses and programs have recently been introduced to the Faculty (School) of 
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Education of the University of Buea (Faculty of Education University of Buea, 2010). 
The Teacher Training College of the newly-created University of Bamenda has also 
begun introductory courses in special education. For the practice of inclusion to gain 
roots in the country, it is important to understand the actual needs of the teachers engaged 
in implementation. Knowledge of these requirements will be useful to decision or policy 
makers at the level of the schools, education ministries, and for program and curriculum 
developers in tertiary educational institutions. 
The United States has certainly witnessed tremendous progress in the areas of 
public awareness, the management of special needs students in schools, and the 
protection of this category of students with the adoption of various laws to cater for their 
needs (Casey-Hayford & Lynch, 2003; Smith, 2007). However, many other countries of 
the world, including Cameroon, are only now developing structures to handle the 
inclusion of students with disabilities into the general education classrooms, with the help 
of reinforcement learning activities in resource rooms (SEEPD, 2011). 
Integration of students with disabilities comprises three components: physical 
integration, part or full day social inclusion (that is, relationship with peers) and 
curricular and instructional integration. Integration of students into the general education 
classroom curriculum is the main goal for most students with disabilities. However, the 
placement into general education classrooms has been justified to a large extent by 
stressing the social benefits and advantages for students with disabilities namely by 
providing them with opportunities to learn and develop appropriate social behaviors, and 
friendship with peers (Friend & Bursuck 2006). This study of secondary school teachers’ 
attitudes toward inclusion sought to determine the extent to which the various 
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components of integration of students with disabilities in the general education classroom 
are taken care of in the pilot schools for inclusion in Cameroon. 
Different terms such as mainstreaming, integration, least restrictive environment, 
inclusion, and full inclusion have been attributed to the education of children with 
disabilities in the general education classroom. These terms reflect conceptualizations 
and controversies regarding the meaning of this shift in the educational system and about 
the most appropriate course of action. For example, should all students with disabilities 
be educated in the general education classroom or should a continuum of placement 
options be maintained (Kauffman & Hallahan, 2005)? Furthermore, the effectiveness of 
inclusion is still debated and is the subject of continued research (Day & Prunty, 2015; 
Engelbrecht, Noel, Norma, & Dan, 2015; Friend & Bursuck, 2012; Ji-Ryun, 2011; 
Kavale & Forness, 2000; Lindsay, 2003). 
However, within the context of Cameroon, the issues are not related to which 
forms of inclusion to adopt. Rather, the entire practice of inclusion is embryonic and the 
push by the government for all schools to adopt the practice has not yielded sufficient 
results. Most students with moderate disabilities are still confined to the rehabilitation 
centers which are ill-equipped, and most schools also do not have adequate resources to 
accommodate students with disabilities. On the other hand, the importance of 
rehabilitation centers or institutions in Cameroon cannot be neglected. Some cases of 
disabilities are so severe that any attempt to accommodate the individuals in the general 
education classroom can become counterproductive. The promotion of inclusion in every 
context, including Cameroon, should never lead to the neglect of the role of rehabilitation 
centers. The handling of students with mild to moderate disabilities in the general 
 6 
 
education classrooms is an important aspect of this study. Most of these students do not 
qualify for admission in the rehabilitation centers. They are not accommodated in the 
general education setting. The need to investigate teachers’ preparedness to handle 
inclusive classrooms in Cameroon becomes even more vital. 
Background of the Problem 
According to United States Department of Education (1999), a major goal of 
education is to include students with disabilities in the general education classroom. In 
the literature, this practice is referred to as inclusion. The fundamental principle of the 
inclusive school is that all children should learn together wherever possible, regardless of 
any difficulties or differences they may have (Mastropieri & Scruggs, 2007; Smith, 
2007). Inclusive schools must recognize and respond to the diverse needs of students, 
accommodating both different styles and rates of learning and ensuring quality education 
to all through appropriate curricula, organizational arrangements, teaching strategies, 
resource use and partnerships with their communities. There should be a continuum of 
support and services to match the continuum of special needs encountered in every 
school (UNESCO, 1994). Having enough information on students with disabilities and 
having needed resources will help promote teacher efficacy in teaching students with 
special education needs in the general education classroom (Davies Rhys & Bryant, 
2005; Engelbrecht et al., 2015). Many teachers probably find themselves in a situation 
which demands that they look for information and resources as well as implement 
strategies that fit within the day-to-day routines of the students (Gersten & Woodward, 
1990; Titanji, 2008). This initiative is the case especially within contexts such as 
Cameroon, where the practice of inclusion is still in the initial phase. 
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Several years after independence, educating students with disabilities has not been 
treated as a priority by the government of Cameroon. Children or persons with disabilities 
are still perceived, treated, and officially labeled as “handicapped persons” and are 
admitted into private and government-run institutions often called “Centers for 
Handicapped Persons” or “Rehabilitation Centers” (Disability and Rehabilitation Team, 
2002). Despite Cameroon’s signing of the Convention on the Rights of the Child, much is 
left to be done in the area of special education. The government does not have standards 
in place to handle the training of personnel working with persons with disabilities 
(Disability and Rehabilitation Team, 2002). There are no established procedures for the 
identification and treatment of students with disabilities in the country’s education 
system. Integration, which is the same as mainstreaming in the Cameroonian context, was 
officially embraced following the enactment of the 1983 and 1994 laws, stipulating the 
inclusion of students with special educational needs in the general education classroom 
(UNESCO, 1994). This legislation stipulates multidimensional support for schools, 
special pedagogical assistance, training of specialized staff. and the development of 
curriculum materials for special education (Hegarty, 1995). 
Some factors have stalled the implementation of this legislation in Cameroon. The 
situation has not been helped by the complicated management relations among the many 
government ministries involved in the training and education of persons with 
disabilities—Ministry of Social Welfare, Ministry of Basic Education, and the Ministry 
of Secondary Education. The question of which ministry is responsible for the running of 
what aspect of special education remains largely unanswered. Until recently, there has 
been a complete lack of special education programs in teacher training colleges and the 
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absence of the special education component in professional development programs in 
schools. Also, most schools do not have the assistive technology needed and have not 
been able to accommodate or modify the curriculum, to cater for the needs of students 
with disabilities in the general education classroom (Ebontane, 2010; Tani & Nformi, 
2016). A few schools, mostly church schools, have managed to accommodate a very 
limited number of students with mild to moderate disabilities in the general education 
setting. This effort has often been carried out with very rudimentary or basic resources 
(Ebontane, 2010; SEEPD, 2011; Mbibeh, 2013; Tani & Nformi, 2016). 
Statement of the Problem 
The Cameroonian government signed a law in 1983 covering the protection of 
people with disabilities and promulgated this law in 1990 (Biya, 1990). The government 
also committed itself, officially, to promoting inclusion in schools by signing the 
UNESCO Salamanca Statement, which had the purpose of furthering the objectives of 
inclusive education (UNESCO, 1994). As recent as 2010, another law was signed to 
emphasize the dispositions in the previous laws. This law insisted on the welfare and 
education of people with special education needs. However, there has not been an 
effective implementation of special education laws particularly the law related to the 
practice of inclusion in Cameroonian schools. This situation can be attributed to the non-
readiness of schools, caused by lack of appropriate and adequate facilities, such as self-
contained classrooms, resource rooms, and the shortage or absence of trained teachers 
and paraprofessionals. Considering that inclusion is still in its initial stage in a few 
secondary schools in Cameroon, the need to diagnose institutional and teacher readiness 
for it is very imperative. 
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Special education is best managed when qualified teachers and related service 
personnel are available. This availability of professionals ensures proper identification, 
development of individualized education programs (IEP), and their implementation and 
evaluation. Academic achievement for the students is better promoted when IEP’s are 
established taking into consideration not only the degree of impairment but also the 
temperament, cognitive abilities, personality, and experience of the learner (Rivera & 
Smith, 1997). Even though there are services aimed at prevention and treatment of 
impairments, the identification, and referral of students with special needs at the level of 
schools are almost absent in Cameroon (Disability and Rehabilitation Team, 2002). The 
absence of training programs for special education professionals such as teachers and 
paraprofessionals, in tertiary educational institutions, has resulted in acute shortages of 
qualified personnel. 
Purpose of the Study 
This study sought to investigate attitudes held by general education teachers 
toward students with disabilities in a pilot inclusive education program in Cameroon. The 
study also sought to know if there is any relationship between teachers’ gender, age, the 
level of education, the number of years of teaching experience, experience teaching in the 
inclusive classroom, and experience in teaching students with disabilities, and their 
attitudes toward teaching students with disabilities. 
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Research Questions 
The study investigates the attitudes of general secondary education teachers 
toward the 2010 inclusive education program in Cameroon. The following questions 
guided the research: 
1. What are the attitudes of general education teachers toward inclusion in 
Cameroon, with regard to: 
a. The benefits/outcomes of integration 
b. Integrated classroom management 
c. Perceptions of their ability to teach students with special education needs  
d. Perceptions of separate versus inclusive education 
2. Do differences exist in teachers’ attitudes, on the basis of their: 
a. Gender 
b. Age 
c. Level of education 
d. Number of years of teaching experience 
e. Experience teaching in inclusive classrooms 
f. Training in teaching students with special needs in the general education 
classroom 
g. Teachers’ language of instruction.  
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Hypotheses 
In order to address the second question, the following research hypotheses were 
tested: 
Hypothesis 1. Female teachers are likely to have more favorable perceptions of 
inclusive education than their male counterparts 
Hypothesis 2: Younger instructors are likely to have more favorable perceptions 
of inclusive education than their older colleagues. 
Hypothesis 3: Teachers with a higher level of education will have more favorable 
perceptions than their colleagues with a lower level of education 
Hypothesis 4: Less experienced teachers are likely to be more favorable of 
inclusive education than more experienced teachers. 
Hypothesis 5: Teachers who have experience teaching in inclusive classrooms are 
likely to be more favorable toward inclusive education than their colleagues without such 
experience. 
Hypothesis 6: Teachers who have received training in teaching students with 
special needs will likely have a favorable attitude toward inclusive education. 
Hypothesis 7: Teachers who use French as the language of instruction are likely 
to have a less favorable attitude toward inclusive education than teachers who use 
English or bilingual teachers. 
Conceptual Framework 
This conceptual framework for general education teacher’s attitudes toward 
inclusion is built on the premise that including students with disabilities in the general 
education classroom and ensuring effective learning by all students, is primarily the work 
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of teachers (Fullan, 2007). Successful inclusive programs are largely dependent upon 
attitudes of general education teachers toward inclusion (Cook & Schirmer, 2003; 
Fakolade, Adeniyi, & Tella, 2009; Galović, Brojićn, & Glumbiećt, 2014; Glock, 2016; 
Markova, Krolak-Schwerdt, Ocloo & Subbeya, 2008; O ‘Toole & Burke, 2013; Razer, 
Mittelberg, Motola, & Bar-Gosen, 2015; Schultz, 1998; Waldron, Mcleskey, Pacchiano, 
1999). Therefore, for children with special education needs to be successfully integrated 
into the general education classroom, the attitudes of general education teachers need to 
be assessed and necessary adjustments made (Friend & Bursuck, 2005; Garuba, 2003; 
Kavale & Formess, 2000). 
The main argument guiding the study is that, the ability of the classroom teacher 
to adapt and accept the special needs student impacts learning outcomes and that such 
ability depends on some vital factors (Davies & Florian, 2004; Muwana & Ostrosky, 
2014). The literature on inclusive and special education in Cameroon has identified 
factors that influence teachers’ perceptions of inclusion in Cameroonian schools 
(Mbibeh, 2013; Tani & Nformi, 2016; Tohnain & Tamanjong, 2014; Tukov, 2008). The 
main factor is teacher’s training which influences knowledge and understanding of 
inclusion and the best practices crucial to the success of integration. The best practices 
include integrative instructional strategies, curriculum accommodation, technology use, 
and collaboration with special education teachers, paraprofessionals, parents, and the 
community (Wilson’ Ellerbee, & Christian, 2011). Bahn (2009) and Ji-Ryun (2011) argue 
that if teachers are well-trained and well-equipped with needed resources, they tend to 
know more about the students with special needs, and will respond to having these 
students in class as a professionally exciting challenge. The absence of courses and 
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programs for the education of people with disabilities in teacher training colleges in 
Cameroon have been identified as a major drawback to the implementation of inclusive 
practices in regular schools (Tohnain & Tamanjong, 2014). Teachers’ ability to adopt 
best special education and inclusive education practices is reliant on their professional 
preparedness (Tanyi, 2016). 
Other factors such as cultural beliefs and large class sizes are likely to influence 
teachers’ perceptions of the concept of inclusion and their ability to manage inclusive 
classrooms. Both cultural beliefs and class sizes have been known to negatively impact 
the development of inclusive schools in Cameroon (Tani & Nformi, 2016; Tohnain & 
Tamanjong, 2014; Tukov, 2008). The overall assumption in the study, therefore, is that 
Cameroonian teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion are widely influenced by quality and 
quantity of related professional training they have received, class sizes, personal beliefs, 
and cultures. 
 The study examines teachers’ attitudes about a) perceived benefits of integration, 
b) perceived integrated classroom management, c) perceived ability to teach special need 
students and c) perceived attitudes toward separate special education versus inclusive 
education. Figure 1 is the Conceptual Map which depicts the relationship between 
independent and dependent variables.
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Figure 1. Conceptual Map 
 
Importance of the Study 
The findings of this study are expected to have implications for professional 
development, teacher training, and curriculum modification. The study reveals specific 
needs of inclusive schools and guides the conception and implementation of professional 
development programs, the acquisition of needed resources, and possibly, the 
development of full-fledged undergraduate and graduate programs for the training of 
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special education teachers and paraprofessionals in Cameroonian colleges of education. It 
is anticipated therefore that the results will be particularly beneficial to the Ministry of 
Education and Social Welfare of Cameroon, the main sponsors of special education in 
Cameroon. 
The findings will give Cameroon educational officials knowledge related to the 
levels of commitment general education teachers working with students who have 
disabilities. The study addresses and determines the needs and extent of investment 
required by educational leaders in teacher preparation for the management of inclusive 
classrooms. In a larger dimension, the study expands on previous research to examine 
teachers’ perceptions of the concept of inclusion, their ability to teach students with 
special needs, their ability to manage inclusive classrooms and students’ learning 
outcomes. Teachers’ attitudes and perceptions can be an indication of what type of 
support is lacking in the classroom. Understanding educators’ attitudes and perceptions 
about students with disabilities can help instructional leaders to restructure schools for 
inclusive education. The findings of the study should, therefore, guide instructional 
leaders as they make choices related to teacher growth and specific types of classroom 
adaptations and modifications that students with disabilities need in the general or regular 
education classroom. 
Teaching students with disabilities in the general education setting is largely 
successful based on the abilities, enthusiasm, and approaches used by teachers to transmit 
knowledge (Ammah & Hodge, 2005; Cole & Waugh, 2001; Cook, Cameron, & 
Tankersley, 2007; Dedrick, Marfo, & Harris, 2007; Handler, 2003; Ji-Ryun, 2011; 
Kuester, 2000; Markova, Krolak-Schwerdt, & Glock, 2016; McNally, Subban, & 
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Sharma, 2005; Sindelar, Shearer, Yendol-Hoppey, & Liebert, 2006; Smith, 2008). The 
results of this study have a strong potential to provide valuable information for the proper 
management of students with disabilities in the inclusive classroom in Cameroonian 
schools. 
Delimitation 
This study seeks to examine how teachers in Cameroonian secondary schools are 
coping with the policy of including students with disabilities into the general education 
classrooms. The study focuses on the attitudes held by general education teachers in 
seven secondary schools in the North West Region of Cameroon. These attitudes are , 
vital to the implementation of inclusive education. 
The study is not an attempt to compare the effectiveness of rehabilitation centers, 
used since 1972 as the only source of education for children with disabilities, with the 
inclusive schools launched in 1990 (Biya, 1990; Tukov, 2008). Rather the study intends 
to evoke through its findings and from the teachers’ perspectives, the weaknesses, and 
strengths of inclusive schools (SEEPD program) in the North-West region of Cameroon, 
and make possible recommendations on how to improve the practice of inclusion. 
Limitation 
The study was conducted with general secondary education teachers (grade 6-12). 
Also, participants in the study came from one of the ten regions of the country. Even 
though this choice was motivated by the region’s strong history of accommodation and 
recent advances in the inclusion of students with disabilities in general education schools, 
a concern is that teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion in other regions might have 
significant culturally-influenced variations. 
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A limitation of the study is that it only focuses on secondary school teachers. The 
study does not investigate attitudes of the primary school teachers even though the 
attitudes of teachers in primary schools could differ in some ways from those of their 
counterparts in secondary schools .There are more female teachers than male teachers. 
Consequently, there is an unequal representation of gender. 
Definition of Terms 
Anglophone: Anglophone in the African context is the term used to refer to a 
person who speaks English, usually as a second and sometimes third language. An 
Anglophone country is a country that has adopted English as its official language or one 
of its official languages. In Cameroon, Anglophone means an English-speaking person 
whose mother tongue is not English. The term is also used to refer to Cameroonians who 
are natives of two of the ten regions of the country: North West Region, and South West 
Region. 
Free and Appropriate Public Education (FAPE): Special education and related 
services have to be given at public expense, under public supervision, and without 
charge. The education provided must meet standards of the state and have an appropriate 
preschool, elementary, or secondary schools that are provided in compliance with 
individualized educational programs (Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004). 
Francophone: Francophone in the African context is the term used to refer to a 
person who speaks French, usually as a second and sometimes third language. The 
Francophone country is a country that has adopted French as its official language or one 
of its official languages. In Cameroon Francophone means a French-speaking person 
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whose mother tongue is not French. The term is also used to refer to Cameroonians who 
are natives of eight of the ten regions of the country: East Region, South Region, Center 
Region, West Region, Adamawa Region, North Region, Far North Region, and Littoral 
Region. 
Full Inclusion: When students with disabilities are educated in the general 
education classroom full time. There is no separate special education classroom or 
resource room, but support may be given to the general education teacher and the student 
with disabilities. 
Inclusion: Students with disabilities receiving services in the general education 
classroom under the instruction and direction of the regular education teacher. (Wolfe, & 
Hall, 2003). Inclusion does not require the child to be ready to enter the general education 
classroom but develops the classroom support, the educational, behavioral and social 
needs of students who are disabled. Inclusion brings the services to the child in the 
general education classroom instead of moving the child to the services. Inclusion 
requires that the child will benefit from being in the classroom rather than keeping up. 
Article 1 of the 1983 law defined a person with a disability as, someone who, 
stricken by physical or mental, congenital or accidental deficiency, experiences 
difficulties to perform his/her duties as any normal person. It should be noted that the law 
of 1983 concerned all the categories of disabilities that exist in Cameroon, most 
especially; the blind, deaf, dumb, dwarfs, retarded, etc. 
Least Restrictive Environment (LRE): “To the maximum extent appropriate, 
children with disabilities, including children in public and private institutions or other 
care facilities, are educated with children who are not disabled, and special classes, 
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separate schooling, or another removal of children with disabilities from the regular 
educational environment occurs only when the nature of severity of the disability of the 
child is such that education in regular classes with the use of supplementary aids and 
services cannot be achieved satisfactorily” (Individuals with Disabilities Education 
Improvement Act [IDEIA], 2004). 
Mainstreaming: It refers to the participation in the general education environment 
when the child is academically or emotionally ready. Mainstreaming refers to the 
placement of a child in the general education classroom for one or more periods. 
Secondary School Teachers: Refers to teachers of the middle and high school, 
that is, teachers teaching grades 6 to 12. In Cameroon, middle schools cover a five-year 
program and highs school cover a two-year program in the Anglophone education 
system. In the Francophone education system, middle schools cover a four-year program 
while high schools cover a three-year program. 
General Education Teachers: This refers to teachers in the general education or 
regular education classrooms as opposed to those teaching students with disabilities 
(special education teachers). In Cameroon, general education is a program of instruction 
typically developing children without disabilities receive, based on national standards. 
Modification: A change in instructional and testing environments that remove 
barriers for students with disabilities but does not change the construct being taught or 
assessed. 
Summary and Organization of Study 
The embrace of inclusive education in Cameroon’s educational system is 
imperative now more than ever before. There are more students with special educational 
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needs in Cameroonian general education classrooms today than any other time in the 
country’s history (SEEPD, 2011). The cultural shift in beliefs has made general education 
schools more tolerant and open to accept students with visible disabilities than was the 
case in the latter part of the 20th century.  
Nonetheless, there are many students with mild to moderate disabilities whose 
ability to learn is compromised because of inadequate care. These students are still 
scorned and treated as lazy or stupid not through a fault of theirs but because of a history 
of special education that does not have an established system that allows for the 
professional identification of students with disabilities (Disability and Rehabilitation 
Team, 2002). Also, when students are identified as having special needs, teachers are not 
able to accommodate them in the general education classrooms because of their 
insufficient training and shortages or complete lack of adapted didactic material and 
resources. Even with the official launching by the government of the practice of inclusion 
in Cameroonian secondary schools in 1994 (UNESCO, 1994), very few schools are 
actively practicing inclusion. Against this background, and considering that teachers are 
at the center of every classroom teaching activity, there is a need to investigate the 
teaching and learning in inclusive secondary school classrooms from the teachers’ 
perspective.  
Chapter 1 of the study provides a background of the problem, explains the 
problem being studied, and outlines the research questions to be answered in subsequent 
chapters. Chapter 2 presents a synthesis of interconnected previous studies and scholarly 
writings linked to special education, the concept of inclusion, teachers’ perceptions of 
inclusion, and the history of special education and inclusion in Cameroon. Chapter 3 
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discusses the methodology of the study. Chapter 4 presents the results of the survey and 
the findings from the study. Finally, Chapter 5 presents a brief summary of the data 
analysis, interpretations, and discussions of the findings, recommendations for SEEPD 
program leaders, government, and future research. 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
Introduction 
This chapter focuses on the review of the literature on special education, 
particularly the practice of inclusion and teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education. 
The review presents a) the overview of special education in Cameroon, including the 
current state of inclusive education in the country, b) the theoretical framework guiding 
the study, c) attitudinal theories, d) definition of the concept of inclusion, e) factors that 
influence teachers’ perceptions pertaining to the integration of children with disabilities 
in the general education classroom, and f) best inclusion practices. In addition to the 
literature on the concept of inclusion, reviews of studies on teachers’ perceived ability to 
teach children with special needs, the management of students with special education 
needs in a general education classroom and outcomes for children with disabilities, are 
included. 
Special Education in Cameroon 
This dissertation study on teacher attitudes in secondary schools fills a gap in the 
literature about teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion in Cameroon. Teachers’ attitudes 
vary from one context or nation to another depending, to some significant extent, on the 
history surrounding special education in each context. Reflected in such a history is the 
socio-cultural and political beliefs of the society. A better understanding of secondary 
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school teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education in Cameroon is only possible when 
it is examined within the context of Cameroon’s history of special education and 
worldwide trends in the practice of both special education and inclusive education in 
particular. 
A Brief History of Special Education in Cameroon 
The history of special education in Cameroon can be divided into four continuous 
phases namely the pre-colonial, colonial, post-colonial, and the contemporary phase. In 
Cameroon, as in the United States and other countries worldwide, treatment and 
acceptance of people with disabilities have evolved and continue to evolve with time. 
Pre-Colonial Era 
Attitudes toward the people with disabilities have never been identical throughout 
Cameroon. This disparity is due to the diverse beliefs, customs, and traditions 
representing about 230 tribes divided into four socio-cultural groups: the Bantu, the 
Bantoid or semi-Bantu, the Sudanese and the Pygmies (United Nations [UN], 2008). 
Historically, most of the tribes have been known to associate disability with a 
curse or ill omen on the family of the person. Students with disabilities were treated as 
‘invalid’ or outcasts and in need of very special protection (Tukov, 2008). As a result, 
disability called for much pity toward the disabled persons and their families. Disability, 
particularly severe cases, was mostly considered a burden or disgrace by family members 
and society (Oliver, 1990; Shey, 2003; Tohnain & Tamajong, 2014; Yuh & Shey, 2008). 
Since families believed that it was a curse to have a child with some visible 
disability, some tribes preferred to continually hide the children in their houses for fear of 
public ridicule. Parents and relatives mostly transmitted Knowledge acquired by children 
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with disabilities at home. Tabot and Ojong (2008) attest that before the arrival of 
European explorers, traders, and missionaries, Cameroonians educated all their children. 
Children with disabilities just like those without disabilities were taught how to become 
productive members of the society. They add that “…education existed in the 
Cameroonian culture. It was given to the family by parents, other family members and 
the society as a whole. It had its philosophy and methods” (Tabot & Ojong, 2008, p. 44). 
Colonial Era 
With the introduction of Christianity in the 1800s by Western missionaries, 
persons with disabilities started to receive more humane treatment and consideration 
through Christian schools and churches (Shey, 2003; Tukov, 2008). Even though the 
advent of European missionaries created conflict with local cultures, customs, and 
traditions of Cameroon, the benefits of education for the society, especially regarding the 
treatment of people with disabilities, were huge (Tabot & Ojong, 2008). Individuals with 
mild disabilities started to receive an education alongside those without disabilities, and 
they also began to join the workforce. 
The vision of society brought by the European missionaries was that of fairness, 
love, and social justice. The church and education were perceived as synonymous, having 
a shared vision and mission for individuals. Every member of the society had to be 
treated as a child of God no matter their deficiency or disability. Tabot and Ojong (2008) 
report that 
The missionaries who came to Cameroon brought with them the idea that any 
form of education must operate in the interest of faith, that is, church interest 
and doctrines. Education was to start with children who were regarded as a 
nursery in which righteousness may be implanted… (Tabot & Ojong, 2008, p. 
45) 
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A new level of consciousness and compassion for persons with disabilities was 
undoubtedly born by the new influence of Christianity. Schools, especially parochial 
schools, began to accept children with mild orthopedic and visual impairments. The 
colonial administration partnered with churches to create and run the few existing 
schools, mostly, parochial schools. Considering that only a few primary and secondary 
schools were in existence during the colonial period, the greatest concern of colonial 
leaders was to train a few nationals who could assist them in the education of students 
with special education needs. However, educating students with disabilities was not an 
issue of priority for a society which was immensely illiterate. Estimates indicate that by 
1914 there were about 531 primary schools—mostly elementary schools—with 
enrollments of about 34,117 (Doh, 2007; Ngoh, 1987; Tchombe, 2001). Most of these 
schools belonged to the Baptist and Catholic Missionary Societies. 
The leading religious groups in the spread of Christianity and Christian education 
were Baptists and Catholics. The determination by the churches to stop the exclusion of 
persons with disabilities from being educated was adamant despite their inability to 
access a greater number of individuals with disabilities. This decision is evident in the 
following 1989 declaration of the Catholic Missionary Societies, “…all children have a 
right to be educated so that he or she can better achieve according to his ability and to 
serve the community in which he forms a part” (Tabot & Ojong, 2008, p. 50). 
Post-Colonial Era 
Cameroon’s independence in 1960 led to the creation of more schools and the 
education of leaders in different fields. Customs, beliefs, traditions and attitudes practiced 
by diverse ethnic groups in Cameroon influenced the approach taken by the first 
 26 
 
government officials to educate children with disabilities. The independence of the 
country led to the creation of several more primary and secondary schools, and the first 
National University in the country. However, the first government efforts to educate 
children with disabilities were seen in the creation of “Rehabilitation Centers” which 
provided mostly vocational-oriented education to children with disabilities (Tchnain, 
Fonkeng, & Ngueffo, 2008). 
The first schools created in 1972 were called Ecole Specialisée pour les Enfants 
Deficients Auditif-ESEDA (Special School for Children with Hearing Impairments); and 
Externat Medico Pedagogique-La Colombe (Special School for the Mentally 
Handicapped Children). From 1975, the newly formed Ministry of Social Affairs was in 
charge of the formal education of students with disabilities through these specialized 
centers. After the creation of the Ministry of Social Affairs in 1975, a Department of 
National Solidarity was created to oversee the well-being of students with disabilities. 
This department, in collaboration with the Ministry of National Education, made strides 
in creating structures and funding vocational education programs for children with 
disabilities. In 1975, another center known by its French acronym as PROHANDICAM 
(Promotion des Handicapés du Cameroun) or Center for the Wellbeing of Handicapped 
Persons, was created. Even though the raison d’être for these centers was not to prepare 
children with disabilities for eventual integration into the general education system, they 
prepared students with disabilities for vocational training for their eventual socio-
economic integration into the society. 
To train young Cameroonians with visual impairments in arts and crafts, the 
Ministry of Social Affairs (MINAS) created the Rehabilitation Institute for the Blind in 
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Buea, South West Region, called Bulu Blind Center (MINAS, 1990). With the 
willingness of the Cameroon government to offer state grants to vocational schools and 
centers for the training of children and young adults with disabilities, many more centers 
were created. Churches, religious groups, and private persons have since the 1980s 
created more centers to provide education for children with disabilities. Today, most of 
these centers are owned by private individuals, churches, nongovernmental organizations 
(NGOs), and they are mostly found in the cities (Tukov, 2008). 
In a UNESCO report titled Review of the Present Situation in Special Needs 
Education, information is given about the status of special education policies in 63 
countries including Cameroon (Hegarty, 1995, p. 62-64). According to this report, the 
relevant legislation on special education in Cameroon is contained in laws passed in 1983 
covering the protection of people with disabilities and a follow-up law enacted in 1990 to 
ensure the implementation of the 1983 law. This legislation stipulates multidimensional 
support for schools, special pedagogical assistance, training of specialized staff, and the 
development of curriculum materials for special education. Even though this law existed 
since 1983, the institutionalization of special needs students has occurred since 
Cameroon’s independence. Despite its limited curricula, specialized centers for the 
education of children with disabilities provided a strong base for Cameroon inclusive 
education. 
The Cameroon government recently signed another law in 2010 to emphasize on 
the dispositions of previously signed laws concerning special education insisting on the 
needs of individuals with disabilities in particular. Section 17 of the law stipulates that 
support should be provided to persons with special needs to strengthen them 
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psychologically, help them develop self-esteem, as well as promote relationship amongst 
persons without disabilities. Section 29 of the law facilitates access to education for 
students with special needs. This law came up with a solution to finally implement 
inclusive education in Cameroon schools, but no implementation was evident. 
In Cameroon, today, the responsibility for special education is officially shared 
between the ministries of education (Ministry of Secondary Education and Ministry of 
Basic Education) and the Ministry of Social Welfare. Increasing pressure in recent years 
from newly created organizations for the rights of persons with disabilities, human rights 
groups, the International Monetary Fund and the UN, led to the signing of the Convention 
on the Rights of the Child by the Cameroonian government in March 2001. Article 23 of 
this Convention among others calls for the protection of the “handicapped” children 
(Hegarty, 1995). Nothing significant has changed since the signing of this convention, 
and the government still has to translate its engagements into action for the progress of its 
young citizens with disabilities. The hope is that with the inclusive education agenda 
proposed by UNESCO, the Cameroon government will come up with more 
comprehensive legislation that takes into account the nature and types of disabilities, 
systematic identification as well as provide support for the education of students with 
special education  needs (UNESCO 2009a). With a strong agenda, and teaching 
strategies, implementation can be feasible (UNESCO, 2009b). 
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Culture and Special Education in Cameroon 
The local cultures in Cameroon are both helpful and harmful to the condition of 
persons with disabilities. The strong family support system within the communities 
compensates, to some extent, for the lack special education facilities. Tukov (2008) 
admits that children with hearing impairments, visual impairments, autism, mental 
retardation, and physical or health disabilities receive invaluable support from parents 
and family members. There is always someone home to provide for their basic needs. 
On the other hand, the tendency to view children with disabilities as a curse and 
burden to the family is still common throughout the country. This view is held especially 
by the less educated section of the population. Families with less educated parents would 
prefer to keep their children in the villages rather than expose their disabilities by letting 
them attend a general or special school. This view of leaving children at home explains 
why field workers sponsored by non-governmental organizations and missionary groups 
encounter huge opposition from parents when they attempt to convince them to allow 
their children go to the special education centers for free education and care. They would 
rather confine these children to their homes and will not give them the opportunity to 
attend school (Tukov, 2008; UN, 1991; UNESCO, 1990). Tohnain and Tamajong (2014) 
affirm that the society poses a problem to children living with disabilities since society 
does not readily receive them as normal human beings. 
While the American family system does not seem to be as supportive to the old 
and persons with disabilities as in Cameroon, the American Society has taken steps to 
accept and integrate individuals with disabilities in different aspects of life. Families 
would easily associate a disability to a medical condition either acquired or genetically 
transmitted. It has encouraged the culture of prevention through screening for expectant 
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mothers and early intervention for diagnosed children. This is not the case in Cameroon 
because of the tendency to attribute abnormality in the newborn as a mystery. Poverty 
and ignorance have contributed to this type of mindset and attitude.  
Special Education Administration and Organization 
In Cameroon, special education is administered by the Ministry of Social Welfare 
and the Ministry of Education. Most funding and provision for special education is made 
by private agencies, with the state confining itself largely to a supervisory role. The 
Ministry of Social Welfare coordinates activities of special education centers. With 
voluntary organizations, largely in charge of special education, this Ministry tends to play 
the role of “overseer” (UNESCO, 1995). The Ministry of Social Welfare also requires 
every organization establishing new schools to meet certain criteria and submit yearly 
reports to the Ministry. Nevertheless, this law is not strictly implemented, and 
government tends to encourage the least acceptable effort from private promoters of 
special education considering that the government cannot and is not doing better (Tukov, 
2008). 
Children and young persons with SEN are neither registered nor categorized 
(UNESCO, 1995). In spite of requests for reports specifying the number of children with 
disabilities enrolled in regular schools, the number of students that benefit from the 
special education programs, and the categorization of children with special needs, 
Cameroonian authorities have not been able to provide specific record in those areas (UN 
Convention on the Rights of the Child, June 2001). 
One of the main concerns authorities have about the future of special education is 
the absence of structures. The UNESCO 1995 review of the situation in special needs 
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education points to the need for Cameroon to study the experiences of other countries 
regarding the establishment and running of institutions of special education, inclusive 
schools, and training of specialist staff (UNESCO, 1995; UNESCO, 2009a). 
Special Education Facilities 
There is a critical lack of special education facilities such as new centers, self-
contained classrooms, resource rooms, and specialized equipment (Tohnain & Tamajong, 
2014). Assistive technology is always very inadequate. When assistive devices and 
equipment are needed, the cost is usually borne by municipalities or the person with a 
disability, while Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) will sometimes wholly or 
partially subsidize the cost of equipment (Disability and Rehabilitation Team, 2002). 
The government of Cameroon is not actively involved in the acquisition and 
distribution of assistive technology and devices. The 1983 law stipulating government aid 
to special education and the development of inclusive education clearly states that such 
aid will only depend on the means available to the authorities (Biya, 1984). A good 
example of the inadequacy of government support for special education is manifested in 
the highly publicized prime ministerial circular (No. 003/CAB/PM) which ordered the 
supply of 63 crutches, two electric wheelchairs, five hearing aids, 45 tricycles, and four 
mechanical wheelchairs to persons with disabilities in the entire country. The assistance 
of this nature is limited both in quantity and variety considering the number of students or 
individuals with disabilities in the country, and that covers only individuals with 
orthopedic and hearing impairments. Shey (2003) points out that special education 
schools in Cameroon are limited in scope—covering principally three main categories of 
disabilities, namely deafness/hearing impairments, visual impairments, and 
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deaf/blindness. Children with other types of disabilities like specific learning disabilities, 
speech and language impairments, mental retardation, autism, orthopedic impairments, 
and developmental delays are left by themselves in the general education classrooms. 
There is usually lack of means to diagnose students’ levels of disability, including 
diagnoses for the most represented categories of disability like visual and auditory 
impairments. The plight of children with disabilities in Africa and specifically Cameroon 
is huge because of this situation (Casey-Hayford & Lynch, 2003). Children with 
disabilities have very few special education centers ready to accept them. The 
overwhelmed, mostly privately owned, special education centers constitute the only 
source of hope for children with disabilities and their parents but remain largely 
insufficient. 
The visually impaired, blind, deaf and hard of hearing children are better served 
in the rehabilitation centers because only a few regular schools are practicing inclusion at 
a slow pace or have the capacity to implement the reform. With a population of 
approximately 20.5 million people living in 10 regions, it was estimated that there was an 
average of one special education facility for the blind and deaf per province of Cameroon 
(MINAS, 1990). This situation has not changed significantly today. Rather, even with the 
addition of few more schools, the need for special education services is likely going to be 
higher considering that the blind and deaf categories of disability constitute the high-
incident visible categories in Cameroon.  
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Special Education and Inclusion-Related Laws in 
Cameroon 
The 1983 law number 83/013 was the first legislation from the Cameroonian 
government at protecting educational and human rights for people with disabilities. As a 
follow-up, another law was passed in 1990 enforcing the implementation of the 1983 law 
(Biya, 1984). This legislation contains provisions for various grants to support special 
education schools, special pedagogical assistance, training of specialized staff, and the 
development of adapted curricula. Article 6 of the law specifically mentions government 
support for the education of children with disabilities by admitting them in public schools 
but also cautions that the extent of the support will only be according to available means. 
Many other laws have been introduced by ministers to enforce the July 21, 1983, 
law. On April 10, 2006, a meeting was held between the Ministers of Social Affairs and 
Public Works to ensure the smooth application of the 1983 Act to grant individuals with 
disabilities access to public buildings, and of the full implementation Decree No. 90/1516 
of 26 November 1990. Furthermore, the joint circular letter No. 34/06/LC signed on 2 
August 2006 by the Ministers of Secondary Education, and Social Affairs sought to 
facilitate the registration of children with disabilities or born to poor parents with 
disabilities in public secondary schools. It also exempts these students and their parents 
from paying registration and parent association fees in general or technical 
establishments (International Disability Alliance, 2011). 
Another circular (No. 003/CAB/PM) from the office of the Prime Minister signed 
on April 18, 2008, requested that all public building contractors adopt construction norms 
that accommodate persons with disabilities by facilitating their accessibility to schools, 
public buildings and facilities, and roads (International Disability Alliance, 2011). 
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Recently, the 2010 Law No. 2010/002 of April 13 emphasized on the dispositions 
of the previous laws to cater for the needs of individuals with disabilities. This law insists 
on the welfare of disabled persons and the psychological support which according to 
section 17 will improve their self-esteem, and strengthen relationships amongst persons 
without disabilities. Section 29 of this law facilitates access to education for students with 
special education needs (Mbibeh, 2013). 
Training of Teachers and Related Service Providers 
There is also a big problem of staffing in special education facilities in Cameroon. 
Special education teachers are scarce, and this accounts for students with disabilities 
performing poorly in school. There is a pressing need for the opening of special 
education teacher training schools or programs in one of the universities of Cameroon. So 
far there is no single training facility for special education teachers. The few qualified 
teachers are primarily trained in Europe. The Special Educational Needs Training 
Institute (SENTTI) which commenced in February 2007 in the North West Regional 
capital of Bamenda was expected to be the first teacher training institute for special 
education personnel in Cameroon. The institute, run by the Information Technology 
Common Initiative Group (ITCIG), opened its doors, but the huge reliance on external 
goodwill support of volunteer lecturers from the British Voluntary Services Overseas 
Organization (Tukov, 2008) is a disadvantage. The school has expressed the need for 
volunteer faculty in specialties where they lack staff (e.g., speech therapy), and for 
materials such as styluses, Braille frames, educational software, interactive boards, 
computers, and even shoes (Omprakash Foundation, 2011). 
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It is crucial to have trained teachers considering that students with disabilities 
achieve more when qualified teachers and related service personnel are available (Bishop 
& Jones, 2002; Burstein, Sears, Wilcoxen, Cabello, & Spagna., 2004; Davies & Florian, 
2006; Ji-Ryun, 2011; Kim, 2011; Kirby, Davies, & Brian, 2005; Muwana & Ostrosky, 
2014; Savolainen & Woolfolk Hoy, 2012; Thaver & Lim, 2014; Tindall, MacDonald, 
Carroll, & Moody, 2015 ). The training of teachers entails proper identification of 
students with special needs, development of IEPs, and their implementation and 
evaluation. Academic achievement for the student is better promoted when IEP’s are 
established taking into consideration not only the degree of impairment but also the 
temperament, cognitive abilities, personality, and experience of the learner (Rivera & 
Smith, 1997; Smith, 2007). These processes do not apply in Cameroon due to lack of 
adequately trained professionals and proper legislation. 
Prevalence and Identification of Students with 
Disabilities 
In Cameroon, categories of students with special needs have not yet been defined 
in legislation. The demands from UNESCO for statistics on the number of children with 
disabilities enrolled in general education and those benefiting from the special education 
system have not been met. This situation is not resolved despite efforts by the 
government ministries responsible for the education of children with disabilities (UN 
Convention on the Rights of the Child, June 2008; Tanyi, 2016). The common Ministerial 
Circular No. 283/07/LC/MINESEC/MINAS of August 14, 2007, relating to the 
identification of individuals with disabilities and children of poor parents with 
disabilities, and their enrollment in government colleges and high schools, still did not 
provide relevant details (Ngoh, 2007). 
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Ondoua Abah (as cited in Tohnain & Tamajong, 2014) purports that only 5% of 
children living with disabilities in Cameroon attend school, and less than 2% complete 
the secondary education cycle. This low enrollment can be attributed the inability of 
families of children living with disabilities to afford or fund their studies (Tohnain & 
Tamanjong, 2014). As recent as 2010 the report from the Cameroon National Coalition of 
NGOs for Children’s Rights (COCADE) underscores that there is an absence of real data 
on the number, types, and mapping of children with disabilities in Cameroon (COCADE, 
2010). 
Notwithstanding, the number of persons with disabilities in Cameroon was 
estimated at 700,000 in 1993 (Disability and Rehabilitation Team, 2004) Data from the 
Ministry of Social Affairs affirm that 1.6 million individuals are living with disabilities in 
Cameroon (Tohnain et al., 2008). Similar statistics are echoed by the World Health 
Organization (WHO) report (International Disability Alliance, December 2011; Tanyi, 
2016). 
Inclusive Education in Cameroon 
The Salamanca Statement of 1994 marked a new phase in the history of special 
education in Cameroon. The signing of the accord by the government meant that schools 
were legally required to admit students with mild to moderate disabilities in the general 
education classrooms. The law urged all governments to “adopt as a matter of law or 
policy the principle of inclusive education, enrolling all children in regular schools unless 
there are compelling reasons for doing otherwise” (UNESCO, 1994, p. 9). 
 37 
 
The Aftermath of Salamanca 
As follow-up to the World Conference on Special Education Needs (UNESCO, 
1994), the Cameroon government and eleven other countries committed to the UNESCO 
Inclusive Schools and Community Support Programs which sought to “support action 
and disseminate information on small-scale innovations at the national, regional and local 
level, promoting the inclusion of children with disabilities and learning difficulties in 
regular schools” (UNESCO 2001, p. 7). The two-phase program (1996-97 and 1998-
2001) gave participating countries the opportunity to choose the exact nature of their 
activity from a list of target areas. 
Cameroon’s involvement in the project became visible during its second phase, 
but its management was more complicated than anywhere else because responsibility for 
the provision of education is split between the Ministry of National Education and the 
Ministry of Social Affairs (Association of Parents and Friends of Mentally Handicapped 
Children [APEHM]-UNESCO, 2000). While the Ministry of National Education (now 
Ministry of Secondary Education and Ministry of Basic Education) was responsible for 
the regular schools, the Ministry of Social Affairs is responsible for special education. 
The Cameroonian government’s perspective on the reform was essential to promote the 
training of inclusive education personnel and to establish the foundation for inclusive 
schools by developing and revising legislations. The objectives were described as 
follows: 
 A change in discriminatory attitudes 
 the introduction of a child-centered instruction, capable of educating all children 
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 the creation of communities which are more receptive, just and inclusive 
([APEHM]-UNESCO, 2000), p.3). 
The following outcomes were expected: 
 
 A greater awareness of decision-makers of the need for inclusive education 
 training of teachers for inclusive schools in Yaounde 
 the development of strategies for the diffusion of information about the inclusive 
education approaches throughout Cameroon ([APEHM]-UNESCO, 2000), p.3). 
The Ministry of National Education decided to place the management and 
implementation of the UNESCO Inclusive Schools and Community Support Programs in 
the hands of NGOs, The APEHM, which was already fighting marginalization and 
promoting the inclusion of children with disabilities in regular classrooms (UNESCO 
2001). The start-up phase of the project involved sensitization movements through direct 
contacts with the schools in the capital city of Yaounde, with families of both impaired 
and non-impaired children, the utilization of the media, followed by a reflection 
workshop which included parents, teachers from regular schools, and the representatives 
of the Ministries. Only nine schools already involved in mainstreaming were included in 
the project. The first training workshop for teachers held in October 1998 with 65 
participants was followed by the sharing of information, distribution of materials, and 
monthly meetings organized by the APEHM. The second workshop took place in 
November 1998 with only 44 participants, including representatives of the Ministry of 
National Education and the Ministry of Social Affairs who grappled with propositions 
and reflections on how to coordinate and introduce inclusion in special education 
institutions and regular schools run respectively by the two ministries. Initially, the 
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projects gained popularity among participating schools and teachers who came to see it as 
means of facilitating instruction for all teachers and not an additional burden. United 
Nations Educational Scientific and Cultural Organization consultants assisted in the 1998 
and 1999 training sessions which resulted in a range of recommendations, including the 
need for a new policy, programs, materials, and teacher training for the process of 
developing more inclusive schools (UNESCO, 2000). 
Barriers to Effective Inclusive Education 
in Cameroon 
The scope of the UNESCO Inclusive Schools and Community Support 
Programmes in Cameroon was very limited and beleaguered by a series of endemic 
issues. The project was limited to the capital city, covering an insignificant number of 
schools and participants ([APEHM]-UNESCO, 2000). 
The first inclusion initiative in Cameroon was put in the hands of the APEHM 
involved in the education of only mentally impaired children in a special education 
school but had no experience or expertise in inclusive education. No matter the 
commitment of the NGO, lapses were bound to occur (UNESCO, 2013). The Ministry of 
National Education, which was supposed to head the inclusive education initiative, could 
not engage fully because local laws put the education of children with a disability under 
the responsibility of the Ministry of Social Affairs (UNESCO, 1999). Confusion on this 
management issue continues to plague the coordination or promotion of inclusive 
education initiatives today (UNESCO, 2013). There is a need for laws regarding 
education for children/students with disabilities to be revised and the responsibility given 
to the Ministry of Secondary Education and the Ministry of Basic Education. 
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The Ministry of Education’s initial teacher training programs did not prepare and 
equip teachers to work with children having special education needs. Rather, initial 
teacher education programs were developed for regular students and school. Educators 
had very little or no knowledge of special education. As a result, teachers in regular 
classes did not feel ready to manage differences in their classrooms (UNESCO, 1999). 
Also, existing school facilities were not made to accommodate students with disabilities 
and curricula not developed to cater for their needs (UNESCO, 2001). 
Class sizes in regular schools were also identified initially as a potential obstacle 
to inclusive education. It is a commonplace for classrooms to contain between 70 and 100 
students, and even above. Lack of special facilities, related services, and support were 
major obstacles to the success of SEN children in regular schools. 
The UNESCO Inclusive Schools and Community Support Programmes Project 
reported that one major obstacle from the commencement was the culturally-influenced 
views of parents of children with disabilities in regular schools. The report stated that 
parents of children with disabilities had a strong conviction that their children were best 
served in special schools or separate provisions, not in the mainstream schools. Parents of 
children already in the regular system acknowledged fear that there would be a possible 
‘contamination’ of their children through the process of inclusion and that their children’s 
progress at school would be jeopardized (UNESCO, 2001). 
A major problem with expanding inclusive education in Cameroon today is the 
passive supervisory role of the state as well as the complex functions of the ministries of 
Basic Education, Secondary Education, and Social Affairs. By conferring a major 
leadership role during the initial implementation phase of inclusive education to the 
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APEHM, with no expertise in the domain, the government laid a weak foundation for 
inclusion in general education schools. This drawback depicts why several years after the 
initiation of inclusion; inclusionary schools are barely beginning to emerge. 
Cameroonian non-governmental organizations have long tried to raise awareness 
about the plight of children with disabilities and have pointed to the delay in the 
implementation of present laws. In their report of December 17, 2000, the Coalition of 
NGOs for the Rights of the Child, indicated the need for the Cameroonian government to 
ensure the application of the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child to 
which it is signatory (Coalition des ONG Camerounaises pour les Droits des Enfants, 
2000). These rights, among others, include the right to education for children with 
disabilities. This group decried government’s failure to implement new legislation despite 
challenges in Cameroon and called the government to revise the laws and apply the 
previous law on special education. The government has listened to these complaints, and 
in its 2010 report to the UN Commission on the Rights of the Child, the government of 
Cameroon cited access to special education and inclusive education for children with 
disabilities as one of the most important priorities. The report concluded that the priorities 
needed to be addressed to ensure the actual implementation of the stipulations of UN 
Convention on the Rights of the Child (Comité des Droits de L’Enfant, 2010). The report 
also admitted to the existence of difficulties with the implementation of inclusive 
education and pointed out that the creation of structures to facilitate the education of 
children with disabilities in the country remains a moving target. 
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Emerging Inclusionary Education Activities in 
Cameroon 
Eventually, no inclusive schools emerged from the 1998-2001 UNESCO 
Inclusive Schools and Community Support Programmes initiative in Cameroon. Only a 
few regular schools around the country collaborated with special education schools by 
mainstreaming mostly students with visual and hearing impairments (APEHM, as cited in 
UNESCO, 2001). Government Bilingual High school Kumbo (GBHS), for instance, has 
worked in partnership with the Cameroon Baptist Convention (CBC) Church’s Banso 
School for the Blind, since the late 1990s, by mainstreaming a handful of students from 
the center in their classrooms. Collaboration between the Adventist Secondary School in 
Yaounde and a few special education centers also led to the mainstreaming of some 
students with visual and aural impairments in Yaounde (College Adventiste, 2000). 
However, the most sustained integrative effort in the country was the one realized 
through the cooperation between the CBC Church special education center in Kumbo and 
GBHS Kumbo, aimed at mainstreaming blind students. 
The promotion of special education and efforts toward the development of 
inclusive schools in Cameroon continue to be led by nongovernmental organizations, 
including churches and private individuals (Tohnain & Tamanjong, 2014). Today, the 
development of inclusive schools is spearheaded by a regional NGO in the North West 
region of the country. The SEEPD, a CBC Church NGO, has been working with bilingual 
public schools to promote inclusive education in the area (Muffih, 2010). The SEEPD 
program known as the “14 School Project” initially began with 14 participating schools 
and a workshop for the training of 116 teachers in October 2010. 
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The initial or test phase of the project involved the inclusion of mostly students 
with visual impairments. The principal of GBHS Kumbo, one of the participating 
schools, expressed his satisfaction with the program stating that his school “was 
privileged to be the one in the country that integrates students with visual impairments” 
(Muffih, 2010, p. 3). He also added that the first group of visually impaired students 
participating in the program was performing well in class and certificate examinations. 
The testimony is indicative of the overall performance of students with disabilities 
involved in the 14-school inclusive education project. The government of Cameroon has 
not been directly involved in the realization of this project. Their role has been 
supervisory, including the provision of targeted support to the SEEPD program. The 
government, through the North West Regional Delegate of Secondary Education, has 
commended SEEPD for its leading role in the promotion of inclusive education in the 
region (Muffih, 2011a). 
The construction of the first resource center in GBHS Bamenda marked a 
significant stage in the SEEPD project. According to SEEPD leaders, the resource center 
is expected to serve as a center for seminars and workshops, provide a library, 
Information and Communications Technology (ICT), Braille services, books and 
equipment related to the education of students with disabilities (Muffih, 2011a). 
Socio-Economic Empowerment of Persons with Disabilities’ efforts to train 
teachers in inclusive education has been huge but limited to workshops and seminars. 
These seminars have certainly improved teachers’ knowledge on the teaching of students 
with disabilities and the management of inclusive classrooms. However, the need for 
special education professionals and college programs that train would-be teachers on 
 44 
 
special education, and inclusive education remains dire. In 2011, the SEEPD Program in 
collaboration with the Bambili Higher Teachers’ Training College agreed to collaborate 
in the training of student teachers on inclusive education (Muffin, 2011b). In line with its 
twin-track approach—the promotion of special education and the promotion of inclusive 
education—SEEPD sensitized a total of 64 primary and secondary schools on the need to 
facilitate overall school access for pupils and students with disabilities. 
On the whole, SEEPD has reported a largely successful outcome for the 14-school 
inclusive project despite personnel, material, and logistical difficulties. There is even 
greater hope for the success of the inclusive education program in this region of the 
country because of the active community involvement. As early as 2007 the Information 
Technology Common Initiative Group (ITCIG) and the Special Educational Needs 
Teachers Training Institute (SENTTI) became the first community partnership in the 
country created to educate special education teachers (Laurin-Bowie, 2009). Information 
Technology Common Initiative Group-SENTTI started through the association of local 
advocates and the NGO Spire International, with the primary goal of training qualified 
special education teachers, who can return to their regions and villages to educate 
children with special education needs. The government indicated appreciation for the 
work of this group through an announcement in August 2009 stating that it: “will employ 
200 graduates from SENTTI within the public school system to ensure children with 
disabilities can be included in the education system” (Laurin-Bowie, 2009, p. 107). 
The activities of SEEPD, ITCIG-SENTTI, and the apparent community embrace 
of the education of children with disabilities, especially their inclusion in regular schools, 
is an indication that inclusive education is gaining grounds in Cameroon. Even though 
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most of the inclusive education activities are limited to the North-West Region, there is 
hope and expectation that other regions of the country with existing special education 
facilities such as the West, Center, Littoral, and South West Regions, will follow suit. 
Theoretical Framework 
The theoretical concept underlying this study concurs with Fazio’s 1986 theory 
which supports the idea that teachers’ attitudes determine whether their behaviors will be 
positive or negative toward particular tasks required of them. Like many other theorists, 
Fazio (1986) supports the view that attitudes have an evaluative component. “He believed 
that the meaning an object has for a person is ultimately reflected in their subsequent 
behavior. He explained further that social stimuli could have many implications and the 
process of applying personal meaning to the stimuli results in a definition of the attitude 
object. Variables such as an individual’s knowledge structures, beliefs, and expectations 
affect values that influence personal interpretation or perception. When such knowledge 
structure is lacking because of ignorance and ill-preparedness for special tasks, teachers’ 
perceptions tend to be negative (Stubbs, 2009). 
Fazio, Powell, and Williams (1989) argue that people with highly accessible 
attitudes toward a given product tend to display greater attitude-behavior correspondence 
than those with attitudes that are less accessible. This study is done on the basis that 
teachers’ attitudes toward students with disabilities are accessible and that those attitudes 
are very indicative of their behavior toward students with disabilities in their classrooms. 
The theoretical model of the attitude to behavior relationship as explained by Fazio, 1986 
is that there is a process which must occur before observing behavioral responses to 
attitude objects. First, the attitude must be assessed through the observation of the attitude 
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object. Secondly, the activation of the attitude results in selective perception. This 
selective perception implies that teachers whose attitudes have been assessed as negative 
attitudes toward inclusion will pay attention to the weaknesses of inclusion. Thirdly, the 
immediate perception, which is biased by the selective perception, infiltrates the 
individual’s definition of the attitude object, revealing that previously held thoughts 
toward the attitude object significantly impact the way in which a person develops their 
definition of the attitude object. Fourthly, the definition that the object has for an 
individual is clarified and impacts the direction of behavior. Therefore a study of 
teachers’ attitudes toward students with disabilities would influence the teachers’ 
behavior toward them as well. 
According to the attitude-to-behavior relationship theory, it is clear that the 
activation of general education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion will expose their 
selective and immediate perceptions of inclusion, and eventually their potential attitudes 
toward inclusion in Cameroon because attitudes tend to impact behavior. Teachers who 
have a definition of inclusion that is largely negative or focuses on the disadvantages of 
inclusion will not be supportive of inclusion. On the other hand, teachers who have 
positive attitudes toward inclusion will be supportive of inclusion. 
The application of the above theory depicts that the attitudes of general education 
teachers in Cameroon toward inclusion have the potential to eventually impact, through 
their behavior, the education of children with disabilities in the general education 
classroom. The professional attitudes of teachers affect not only the learning outcome of 
these groups of students but “may well act to facilitate or constrain the implementation of 
policies which may be radical or controversial, for the success of innovative and 
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challenging programmes must surely depend upon the cooperation and commitment of 
those directly involved” (Avramidis, Bayliss, & Burden, 2002). 
Positive attitudes toward inclusion can result in changes in the curriculum and 
instruction through accommodations and adaptations to meet the individual needs of the 
diverse population of students in the general education classroom. Additionally, positive 
attitudes can stimulate productive collaboration between general education and special 
education professionals, teachers and parents. On the other hand, negative attitudes can 
have unfavorable outcomes for students with special education needs. General education 
teachers may sometimes be unwilling to teach or modify instruction to the individual 
needs of children with disabilities, or they may be reluctant to work with other 
professionals or related service providers (speech, occupational, physical therapists), or 
parents. When teachers have positive attitudes toward teaching students with disabilities, 
these perceptions lead to improvement in students’ self-concept, social recognition 
development, increased tolerance of difference, and better interpersonal acceptance 
(Peck, Donaldson, & Pezzoli, 1990; Stubbs, 2009). 
Attitudinal Theories  
According to research on attitudes, social psychologists have always shown a 
strong interest in that realm of human behavior (Eagly, 1993). They postulate that an 
attitude can control one’s thoughts and perceptions, and can potentially become the lens 
through which reality is interpreted eventually influencing a person’s behavior (Pallas, 
2001). Research shows that attitudinal theorists have not agreed upon a universal 
definition of attitude. Therefore several definitions of attitude appear in the literature 
(Fazio, 1986). Thurston (1928) postulates that an attitude is the combination of a person’s 
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feelings, prejudice, biases, threats, and conviction about a topic while Eagly (1993) 
explains that an attitude is a tendency of state internal to an individual. Besides, Fazio 
(1986) submits that an attitude is an association or mental connection between an object 
and evaluation. It is in this later definition that an evaluative component of attitude has 
been identified and cited as the main element through definitions of attitude (Eagly, 1983; 
Fazio, 1986; Saucier, 2000; Stubbs, 2009). 
Substantial improvements have been made in gleaning more information about 
the nature of the evaluative characteristic of attitudes (Wilson, Lindsey, & Schooler, 
2000). Developing an attitude is preempted by an evaluative process in which an 
individual examines and appraises an attitude object and decides whether to take a 
negative or positive stance toward the attitude object (Eagly, 1993; Schwarz & Bohner, 
2001, Stubbs, 2009). An attitude object is anything that a person discriminates; examples 
include acts of behavior, particular tasks, people, and concepts such as inclusion (Eagly, 
1993). More often than not people gravitate toward either a favorable or unfavorable 
outlook toward the object of examination rather than go back and forth between having a 
negative or positive attitude toward the attitude object (Wilson et al., 2000). Inevitably, 
the formation of a particular attitude prompts people to act in a certain way because 
attitudes perform an approach-avoidance function (Wilson et al., 2000). That is, 
individuals tend to support and implement ideas toward which their attitude is favorable 
and turn away from those ideas toward which their attitude is unfavorable. Essentially, 
attitude guides behavior. 
Contrary to the view that attitudes change behavior is the belief that intention and 
not attitude is the direct cause of the behavior. Fishbein and Ajzen (1980) contend that an 
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individual’s decision to act in a certain way toward an attitude object is the result of the 
impact of intention on attitudes. Their theory of reasoned action further explains that 
before initiating action an individual considers his/her opinion along with the views of 
others to determine to act in a particular way. This decision determines if a person is of 
the view that acting positively toward an attitude object will result in benefits, and if 
others perceive that it is beneficial for that person to respond positively toward attitude 
object, then a positive stance is taken by the individual toward the attitude object. 
The successor to the Ajzen theory of reasoned action is the theory of planned 
positive behavior devised by Ajzen (1991). It maintains the view that an individual’s 
intention influences or causes behavior and upholds the belief that behavior can be 
planned. Moreover, in planning one’s behavior, a person ponders the consequences of the 
behavior, factors that propel or hinder the conduct, and the expectation of others. An 
important variable in the attitude-behavior relationship is an individual’s view of how 
easy or difficult it is to carry out the behavior. 
In opposition to the theories mentioned above is the theory of dual attitudes 
developed by Wilson et al. (2000). They are of the opinion that a person can have more 
than one attitude object. They explain that a new attitude does not simply replace an old 
one; rather a new attitude overpowers an old attitude. Both attitudes exist simultaneously. 
Therefore, there is the likelihood that teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education 
would constantly change depending on some evolving factors. Reform that involves the 
training of teachers in special education and an upgrade of working conditions, for 
instance, can result in teachers’ attitude change toward inclusion from negative to 
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positive. However, switching to the former negative attitude is possible if conditions are 
reversed. 
Some researchers believe that attitudes are unidimensional (Wilson et al., 2000). 
However, Kavale and Forness (2000) explain that attitudes toward the integration of 
individuals with special needs have historically been multidimensional. According to 
Antonak and Larrivee (1995), attitudes toward people with disabilities are 
multidimensional and complicated. The stance taken in this research is that teachers’ 
attitudes toward inclusion are multidimensional. Instructional leaders and policy makers’ 
understanding of these attitudes can bring about proper planning and facilitation of 
activities geared toward assisting teachers in their endeavor to provide successful 
experiences for students with special education needs. Antonak and Larrivee (1995) 
designed the Opinions Relative to the Integration of Individuals with Disabilities (ORI) to 
examine the complex, multidimensional attitudes of teachers. These include attitude 
toward the concept of inclusion (special verses inclusive classrooms), attitude toward 
teachers’ perceived ability to teach children with SEN in their general education 
classroom, attitude toward management of inclusive classrooms, and attitude toward 
outcomes or benefits for children with SEN included in their classroom. The ORI 
instrument was used in this research study. 
Definition, Scope, and Benefits of  
Inclusive Education 
Inclusion or inclusive education is defined and perceived in the industrialized 
world, including the United States, as the philosophy and practice of educating students 
with disabilities in general education settings (Bryant, Smith, & Bryant, 2008; Lipsky & 
Gartner, 1997; Salend, 2001). Inclusive education is the commitment to educate each 
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child, to the maximum extent appropriate, in the school and classroom, he/she would 
otherwise attend. It requires a commitment to move essential resources to the child with a 
disability rather than placing the child in an isolated setting where services are located 
(Ajuwon, 2008; Smith, 2007).  
The debate about inclusive education in Cameroon is influenced and guided more 
by international organizations, treaties, and conventions than by any national 
consciousness. Like in most other developing countries, ideas and strategies about the 
best way to educate children, especially those with disabilities, are influenced by external 
rather than internal circumstances (Ajuwon, 2008). Armstrong, Armstrong, and 
Spandagou (2011) underscore that in the countries of the Southern hemisphere (less 
developed countries), the meaning of inclusive education is situated by post-colonial 
social identities and policies for economic development that are often generated and 
financed by international organizations. They also point out that inclusion has remained 
highly contestable both in the Northern and Southern hemisphere as well as within and 
across educational systems and its implementation is problematic groups of countries. 
Despite the contested nature of inclusion and the difficulty involved in defining 
inclusion and questions raised by the concept of inclusion, there is ever growing 
consensus that many benefits are derived from educating children with disabilities 
alongside their peers without disabilities in general education settings. Research 
demonstrates benefits for both students and the school community (Berry, 2006; Boling, 
2007; D’Alonzo, Giordano, & Cross, 1996). 
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Benefits to Students 
The level of advantages inclusive classrooms provide to students with disabilities 
may be disproportionately higher than the benefits to their peers without disability. 
Notwithstanding, most governments are embracing and promoting inclusive education 
because of its overall benefits to all students in particular and society in general. Ajuwon 
(2008) points out that there is a growing recognition that including students with 
disabilities in general education classrooms can provide them with the opportunity to 
learn in natural and stimulating settings which may also lead to increased acceptance and 
appreciation of differences. Wiener (2009) also argues that students with special 
education needs gain much confidence and sense of acceptance among others when they 
are partially or entirely included in the same classrooms with their non-disabled peers. 
Inclusive classrooms give non-disabled students the opportunity to get to know their 
peers with disabilities (Bigham, 2010). As a result, they can confront stereotypes they 
may hold by engaging in social activities with their peers and form positive friendships 
(Berry, 2006; Dixon 2005). 
Ajuwon (2008) purports that the practice of inclusive education is based on the 
notion that every child should be an equally valued member of the school culture. He 
adds that children with disabilities benefit from learning in a regular classroom, while 
their peers without disabilities gain from being exposed to children with diverse 
characteristics, talents, and temperaments. Students with a disability are only able to 
benefit from inclusion if general education teachers have the competence to teach a wider 
range of children, including those with varying disabilities, and to collaborate and plan 
effectively with special educators. Children tend to learn social skills with ease when 
placed in environments that are relatively normal. Mitchell and Brown (1991) argue that 
 53 
 
children develop language more efficiently during their formative years if they associate 
with the students that speak normally and appropriately. The development of inclusive 
school culture implies building schools and communities that are physically more 
accessible for children and youth with disabilities and also for children without a 
disability who can access their environment with even more ease (Ferguson, 1996). 
Benefits to the School Community 
A shared sense of community exists within schools when everyone feels 
welcome, accepted, and integrated. Just like children that learn together, learn to live 
together, teachers, leaders, and every other member of the school community also 
develop a sense of belonging when best inclusion practices are adopted. This feeling of 
belonging takes place when the practice of inclusion is considered and treated as a shared 
goal, vision, and mission by all its members (Matthews, 1996). The School of a Caring 
Community website mentions several benefits of building a classroom community to 
special needs students, general education students, teachers, and society. Wilson et al. 
(2011) point to successful inclusive activities as a way to build a community in the 
classroom and the school—adding that a classroom community is a classroom of 
students, teacher(s), and others who all share in the responsibilities and rewards of being 
in that community. Everyone is accepted as he or she is, and differences are not ignored 
but embraced and used as learning tools.  
Teachers have a greater chance to broaden their knowledge of students with 
disabilities and related services and to learn to collaborate successfully with other 
professionals when they operate in an inclusive setting (Vakil, Welton, Connor, & Kline, 
2008). The larger school community stands to gain when all parents, teachers, and staff 
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feel a sense of belonging, and when all students experience meaningful learning 
outcomes. Wiener (2009) echoes the belief that real inclusion has to do with the 
“presence, participation, and achievement of all students” (p. 17). 
Best Practices of Inclusion 
Even though benefits of implementing inclusion are indefinite, there are 
limitations to inclusion in special education. There are two major limitations of inclusion. 
First, practices are not always adopted, and second, it is not a good fit for all students 
with disabilities—some students with severe disabilities need very special care in adapted 
environments. Wilson et al. (2011) emphasize that “some students’ disabilities are so 
extensive, that being in the inclusive or collaborative setting does not work for them” (p. 
1). They add that cognitive abilities may be so low, that students with severe disabilities 
do not gain from the whole group experience, and are entirely lost, even with assistance 
and support. Such students tend to need extra time and support that is not always 
available in the inclusive classroom (Perry, 1997). 
Best practices in inclusion enable instructional leaders, teachers, and 
paraprofessionals to ensure reliable student placement procedures, fruitful collaboration, 
and the use of great pedagogical practices. 
Developing a Good Program of Inclusion 
An excellent program of inclusion for a school has to be part of its overall mission 
and vision. In addition to a clear vision and mission, the program developers need to take 
into consideration all the components of the investment, including investments in 
infrastructure, materials, and personnel. Instructional leaders have to be guided by the 
understanding that all students, including students with disabilities, have the right to 
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expect the best learning environment—good teaching practices for “normal” students will 
equally be good for students with disabilities (Daniel, 1997). The goals of the program 
should have the following elements: the belief that all children have the potential to learn 
and grow, the ability to respond to the cultural and socio-economic needs of the students, 
the ability to be supportive of behavior in and out of the classroom, a dedication to seeing 
each child as a unique individual, and the modification of curriculum and activities to 
include all students (Wiscon Education Association Council [WEAC], 2012). 
Researchers have identified a variety of best practices including the following: (a) 
the role of technology, (b) collaboration, (c) instruction strategies, (d) partnering with 
parents, (e) accommodation and adaptation, (f) building community in the classroom, and 
(g) classroom management (Wilson et al., 2011). 
Technology 
The role of technology in inclusive education is huge. Students with disabilities 
use a range of technological devices depending on the type and intensity of their 
disability. Some technology devices such as computers, augmentative communication 
devices, and adaptive technology devices are provided by some schools, especially in 
developed countries of Europe and North America. These technology devices are crucial 
for any teaching and learning environment.  The choices made in the purchase of these 
appliances are as important as the appliances themselves because they have to meet the 
particular needs of the person with the disability, whether hearing impaired, visually 
impaired or another form of disability. Onsite training for teachers and students in how to 
use assistive technology devices is also of tremendous importance (Sisk, 2006). It is for 
this reason that persons involved in educating hearing-impaired students, for example, 
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have to be aware of what to look for when purchasing and mastering the use of these 
devices (Mngo, 2007). 
Technology enhances the ability of students with special education needs to keep 
up with everyone else in an inclusive classroom (Wilson et al., 2011). Technology will 
also help by making the general education classroom the LRE for the students. While 
student access to technology in Western countries, particularly the United States, is 
facilitated by federal and state government funding, students and schools in developing 
countries such as Cameroon, in the initial stage of inclusive education, experience acute 
shortages of technology supplies (Adera & Asimeng-Boahene, 2011). 
Collaboration 
A successful inclusive education process requires collaborative interaction 
between general education teachers and special education teachers, counselors, social 
workers, speech/language therapists, physical and occupational therapists, nurses, 
administrators, paraprofessionals, and other specialists (Smith, 2010; Wilson et al., 2011). 
The cooperation between special education teachers and general education teachers is 
essential to any inclusive education activity in school. The ability of general education 
teachers to accommodate special needs students is contingent on guidance from resource 
teachers or special education teachers who coordinate student services and IEPs for each 
special education student (Friend & Bursuck, 1999). 
Wagner and Muller (2011) echo that collaboration happens when as few as two 
people double up to accomplish an objective. The characteristics of good collaboration 
include voluntary participation, teamwork, parity in relationships, shared goals, shared 
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responsibility in decision making, shared accountability for outcomes, shared resources, 
and ever growing trust and respect (Friend & Bursuck, 1999; WEAC, 2012).  
According to Smith (2007), collaboration in an inclusive education process can 
take many forms such as team meetings and shared teacher responsibilities, which are 
basic collaborative activities. Other types of cooperation often used in inclusive 
classroom settings are: teaming (special education teacher shares knowledge on 
instructional strategies, adaptations, and behavior management strategies), team 
teaching/co-teaching (teachers work together in teaching the whole class), parallel 
teaching (each teacher teaches the same material to half the class simultaneously), station 
teaching (educators or students rotate with different content), and alternative teaching 
(one teacher re-teaches a small group while the other teaches a different activity). 
Instructional Strategies for Inclusion 
The presence of a very diverse population of students in today’s classrooms 
requires that teachers be aware of the uniqueness of each student to provide the best 
learning environment for everyone. Teachers need to learn and understand the differences 
in race, culture, gender, family, religions and holidays, skills and ability, and 
discrimination to be able to meet students’ individual and collective learning needs 
(Salend, 2005; Wilson et al., 2011). Recent research has identified some instructional 
strategies to help teachers manage student diversity and uniqueness in inclusive 
classrooms. These strategies include differentiated instruction, universal design for 
learning, and response to intervention.  
Differentiated Instruction (DI): Teachers in inclusive classrooms have to practice 
differentiated instruction (also known as multi-level instruction). Differentiated 
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instruction means tailoring instruction to meet individual needs. This successful inclusive 
teaching method involves teachers’ differentiation of content, process, product, learning 
environment, and the use of ongoing assessment and flexible grouping of students to 
meet their individual needs (Tomlinson, 2000). 
According to the Wisconsin Education Association Council (as cited in Wilson et 
al., 2011), some of the acceptable steps involved in differentiated instruction include: 
1. Identify concepts and student objectives 
2. Clarify the concepts and content used to develop the concepts 
3. Select a method of presentation 
4. Incorporate adaptations to environment, materials, and teacher presentation 
5. Consider learning styles and provide guided choices 
6. Adapt student participation as needed 
7. Select method of evaluation 
Wilson et al. (2011) point out that a crucial aspect of differentiated instruction is 
that it allows each student to participate actively at his or her level and to meet 
individualized outcomes. It permits the teacher to offer different materials on the same 
topic but at different reading levels. In all, the same curriculum goals are expected of all 
students, but differences are taken into consideration to accommodate each student. 
Universal Design for Learning (UDL): For successful inclusive education to take 
place teachers need to tailor the curriculum to suit the needs of all students. The 
curriculum can be modified by using the universal design for learning strategy. Universal 
Design for Learning is a theoretical framework that guides the development of curricula 
that are flexible and supportive of students (Dolan & Hall, 2001; Rose, 2002; Rose, 
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Sethuraman, & Meo, 2000). The concept calls for structures designed to anticipate the 
needs of individuals with disabilities and accommodates these needs from the onset 
(Smith, 2007). The curriculum aims to be innately flexible and enriched with multiple 
media so that the alternatives can be assessed whenever necessary. The UDL requires 
adaptation: 
1. To support recognition learning and provide multiple, flexible methods of 
presentation. 
2. To support strategic learning and provide multiple flexible methods of 
expression and apprenticeship. 
3. To support affective learning and provide multiple, flexible options for 
engagement. 
The joint recommendation of these principles is to select goals, methods, 
assessments, and materials in a way that will be beneficial for all students. 
Response to Intervention (RTI): Response to Intervention is a multi-tiered method 
of service delivery in which all students are provided appropriate levels of evidence-
based instruction according to their individual needs (Barnes & Harlacher, 2008; 
Dykeman, 2006). The notion of RTI is not new. What is new is the legal provision for its 
use as an evaluation tool. Response to Intervention allows teams comprised of education 
professionals the ability to make educational decisions based on the premise that all 
students have received adequate research-based instruction. Results of this process can be 
used to make eligibility decisions for students with specific learning disabilities (SLD). 
Response to Intervention varies among states and individual districts. However, most 
models of RTI include the following components: 
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4. Screening: Response to Intervention involves some form of general education 
screening to identify students at-risk for failure, as well as the learning needs of all 
students.  
5. Interventions: Response to Intervention includes the implementation of 
scientifically-based curriculum and multi-level interventions. 
6. Progress Monitoring: Response to Intervention includes some form of 
assessment to identify the student’s response to intervention 
7. Data-Based Decision Making: Response to Intervention incorporates the use 
of data to modify the type, frequency, and intensity of interventions for students failing to 
respond (Berninger, 2006; Dykeman, 2006; Feifer, 2008). 
Response to Intervention is criticized for lack of clear guidelines and descriptions 
regarding its implementation (Kavale & Spaulding, 2008; Ofiesh, 2006). It is based on 
fixed principles, but how it is implemented varies among states and individual school 
districts. This type of flexibility creates a sense of ambiguity because there are no 
commonly held standards for its implementation. Varying features of RTI include the 
number of tiers of interventions, the roles of the teacher and psychologist, the type of 
interventions used (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006), and how data from RTI is used when 
determining SLD eligibility (Holdnack & Weiss, 2006). Response to Intervention data 
does not provide information about why a student failed to respond to the interventions. 
Opponents of RTI believe that, when used alone, it does not provide sufficient data for 
identifying learning disabilities. 
Despite these criticisms, RTI allows teams to focus on results and outcomes of 
interventions rather than on the process of determining eligibility. The primary purpose 
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of RTI is on teaching the student, not on what the student has failed to learn. This 
strategy has been promoted as a process to provide services to struggling students without 
delays. It can, therefore, alleviate the “wait to fail” approach often associated with the 
achievement discrepancy model by offering early interventions to all students without the 
need for a special education evaluation (Dykeman, 2006). 
Partnership with Parents 
A good working relationship between teachers and parents, especially parents of 
students with significant needs, is one of the best practices of inclusive education. 
Educators worldwide have affirmed the importance of family involvement in children’s 
education, pointing to a strong family-school partnership as a factor for improving both 
academic and behavioral outcomes for children (Callender & Hansen, 2004). To 
eliminate the reluctance of some parents to expose their children to an unknown 
environment, parents need to be educated about inclusion and the necessity of the home-
school partnership. This effort can be accomplished by inviting parents to “observe 
inclusive classrooms to gain an understanding of how important inclusion is to the 
academic, social, and personal needs of their special needs child” (Wilson et al., 2011, p. 
10). Trust can further gain grounds when teachers do home visitations to learn and share 
more about and with their students and their families. Parents are best positioned to tell 
the teacher their child’s strengths, and areas of need as well as assist in getting the 
services a teacher needs because parents know their child better than anyone else (Wilson 
et al., 2011). Friend and Bursuck (1999) go even further in affirming the role of parents 
in school-parent partnerships by asserting that parents sometimes act as the teacher at 
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home by being consistent with communication, rewards, and practicing skills at home 
(Friend and Bursuck, 1999). 
Barnes (2009) echoes that schools only function well as professional learning 
communities (PLC) when effective collaboration between parents and school is standard 
practice. She adds that the PLC is designed to develop the collective capacity of the staff 
as well as the family to work together to achieve a shared purpose—high levels of 
learning for all students, especially those with special needs. Constantino (2008) believes 
that the school gains by initiating and nurturing relationships with all families and 
providing tools to participate in their children’s education. 
Curriculum Accommodation and 
Adaptation 
Students with disabilities that are included in the general education classroom 
“need to feel they are part of the class and to be challenged academically at their level” 
(Wilson et al., 2011, p. 10). Curriculum accommodation and adaptation can significantly 
impact teachers’ attitude toward inclusive education (Tanyi, 2016). When students with 
disabilities are included in general education classes, general education teachers need to 
adapt the curriculum to fit their ability levels, individualized education program goals, 
and other requirements unique to the individual student (Voltz, 2001). For this to happen, 
educators need to make adjustments to the curriculum and learning activities to provide 
students with special needs an accommodating yet challenging learning environment. 
General strategies to individualize instruction for students with special needs include the 
varying of learning objectives, an adaptation of materials and resources, varying of 
teaching strategies, providing flexible time, and using technology (Kauchak & Eggen, as 
cited in Wilson et al., 2011). 
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Educators have identified nine types (forms or areas) of adaptations that are 
believed to make a difference in the learning ability of students with disabilities: 
8. Size, number, or amount of work. 
9. Time for learning tasks and tests. 
10. The level of support: peer buddies, teaching assistants. 
11. Input/Instruction: hands-on, cooperative groups, concrete examples, visual 
aids. 
12. Difficulty: skill level, simplify directions. 
13. Output/task: verbal, written, hands-on material. 
14. Participation: extent and amount. 
15. Alternate same material with adapted goals. 
16. Substitute curriculum, differentiate instruction, and material (Wisconsin 
Education Association Council, as cited in Wilson et al., 2011, p. 11). 
The need to make accommodations for students with physical and sensory 
challenges is critical in inclusive classrooms. This urge is crucial particularly the case in 
Cameroon where these categories of students with disabilities constitute more than 95 % 
of students with disabilities in general education classrooms (Shey, 2003). These kinds of 
disabilities include hearing impairment, vision impairment, and physical disabilities. 
Physical disabilities may include muscular dystrophy, cerebral palsy, spinal cord injury, 
or impairments related to the bones, joints, or muscles. Learning tools such as large print 
materials, low vision devices (magnifying glasses), bright lights, closed-circuit 
televisions, and portable note takers have been known to assist students with sensory or 
physical disabilities (Friend & Bursuck, 1999). 
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Building Community in the Classroom 
Another best practice of inclusion and education, in general, is the teacher’s 
responsibility for building community in the classroom. Schools take diverse groups of 
students in each classroom and teach them in ways that meet their needs on every level: 
academic, emotional, and social (Hittie, 2000). A community is a group of people who 
work with one another building a sense of trust, care, and support. Therefore for 
classrooms to be communities, educators need to provide opportunities and structures by 
which students can help and support each other even as they help teachers assist them. In 
the classroom community, everyone is accepted, and differences are not ignored but 
embraced and used as learning tools (Wilson et al., 2011). 
Teachers can help build a classroom community by creating a safe learning 
environment for all students and planning opportunities for social interaction, nurturing 
friendships and supportive behavior, and above all provide a positive role model. The 
benefits of building classroom communities are many and go beyond the classroom to 
society as a whole. Stainback & Stainback (1996) indicate that beneficiaries of a caring 
classroom community include special needs students, general education students, 
teachers, and society. 
Classroom Management 
Classroom management is one final best practices not only for the inclusive 
classroom but also in the general education classroom. Even the best teachers find it a 
challenge handling students with individual needs and different attention spans. General 
education teachers need to have the ability to effectively manage inclusive classrooms to 
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ensure that students with and without SEN obtain maximum educational experiences 
(Stubbs, 2009). 
There is no single formula or model for effective classroom management 
considering that students come to class with a range of learning, social, and emotional 
needs. Classroom management is therefore not only about creating rules and discipline 
(Jones & Jones, 2009). It is more specifically about creating an environment that favors 
learning for all students. Wilson et al. (2011) underscore that the goals of an effective 
management plan are to promote learning and to develop independence in students, not to 
control students. A good plan should demonstrate the teacher’s ability to: (a) design rules 
and procedures to develop a stronger sense of responsibility in students, (b) integrate 
social skills and civic values to foster cooperation, (c) understand and apply basic 
categories of behavior management models, (d) use preventive and not reactive 
management strategies, (e) resolve conflict in a systematic manner, and (f) involve 
parental support of student learning and good behavior. 
An implication of this study is that teachers need more knowledge about 
inclusion, especially information about the types of disabilities and strategies for 
managing children with different kinds of disabilities in their classes. Classroom 
management plans tend to work well when they are clear and implemented at the 
beginning of the school year and used consistently for students to understand what is 
expected of them. 
Factors Affecting Teachers’ Attitudes  
Toward Inclusion 
Researchers from around the world have identified several socio-cultural, legal, 
professional, and demographic factors that can influence general education teachers’ 
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attitudes toward inclusion (Leatherman & Niemeyer, 2005; Leyser & Kirk, 2004). These 
include the following factors: support from administrators, collaboration between general 
and special education teachers, the severity of the disability, appropriate training, support 
from resource personnel, age, experience, gender, qualification, and training (Avramidis 
& Norwich, 2002). This study focuses on some of the factors as seen in the instrument. 
Age 
Many studies have identified age as a factor influencing teachers’ attitudes toward 
the practice of inclusion in schools, with most findings indicating that older teachers tend 
to have a negative attitude toward students with SEN than younger teachers. It appears 
that as teachers gain professional experience their attitudes toward inclusion diminish, 
possibly due to their self-reported limits in knowledge regarding practices to enhance 
outcomes for students with disabilities. There is, therefore, a need for ongoing 
professional learning opportunities for teachers (Hwang & Evans, 2011). The implication 
of these findings is that professional development activities on inclusion for teachers 
must have a unique emphasis on older teachers to gain their support for inclusion. 
Burge, Ouellette-Kuntz, & Hutchinson (2008), in an Ontario study involving 680 
adult participants, conclude that younger persons show more positive views toward the 
inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education classrooms. In some cases, 
however, school reform, such as the recent launch of inclusive education in Cameroon, 
faced more resistance from older teachers who wished to preserve the status-quo (Clarke, 
1997). The resistance could stem from a lack of training to work with students who have 
special educational needs in the general education classroom. This study reveals that 
older teachers were more positive toward inclusive education. This positive mindset may 
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be explained by the fact that the research is done on a pilot inclusive education program 
(SEEPD) and not in schools that are not implementing the reform. Another reason may 
also be due to in-service professional development programs, and seminars geared 
towards teaching students with SEN. Notwithstanding, a few studies have reported the 
finding that age does not influence teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion (Avramidis et al., 
2000). 
Gender 
Evidence regarding gender as a factor affecting teachers’ attitudes toward 
inclusion is inconsistent. Avramidis and Norwich (2002) explains that while the results of 
some studies reveal that male teachers have more positive attitudes than female teachers, 
results of other studies indicate that female teachers have more positive attitudes toward 
inclusion. Jobe and Rust (1996) reached the conclusion that male teachers had more 
favorable attitudes toward inclusion (mean score 79.44) than female teachers (mean score 
73.73). Their findings do not concur with those of Leyser and Tappendorf (2001) who 
found that female teachers had more positive attitudes toward inclusion (mean = 13.37) 
than male teachers (mean = 11.88). On the other hand, Avramidis et al. (2000) found that 
gender was not significantly related to teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion. 
Ellins and Porter (2005) argue that female teachers have commonly been found to 
have a greater tolerance for implementing inclusive education and associate this attitude 
with the higher levels of sympathy and lower levels of fear reported in female teachers in 
other studies (Carroll, Forlin, & Jobling, 2003). Unlike previous research findings where 
male teachers have recorded less tolerance for implementing inclusion (Ellins & Porter, 
2005) and lower levels of sympathy (Carroll et al., 2003), male teachers in Hong Kong 
 68 
 
initially reported significantly more positive attitudes and sentiments toward inclusion 
with higher levels of self-efficacy than did the female teachers (Forlin & Sin 2010). The 
results of the study on Hong Kong teachers  tie in with those of this study because male 
teachers were positive about inclusive education than their female colleagues 
Experience 
Some studies have demonstrated that teachers with more years of experience have 
been found to be less willing than teachers with fewer years of experience to include 
children with disabilities into their general education classrooms. Avramidis and Norwich 
(2002) conducted a review of the literature on teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion to 
determine factors that influence their attitudes. Results of the review of studies found that 
teachers with more years of teaching experience were less supportive of inclusion than 
teachers with fewer years of teaching experience. Leyser and Tappendorf (2001) found 
similar results when they examined the attitudes and practices of inclusion of 91 regular 
and special education teachers in two small school districts in a rural county in a 
Midwestern state in the United States. 
Taylor, Smiley, and Ramasamy (2003) also found the experience of teachers as a 
variable impacting teachers’ attitudes (experienced and inexperienced general and special 
education teachers) toward inclusion when they investigated the attitudes of students 
enrolled in special and general education courses at a state university in Florida. They, 
like Moberg and Savolainen (2003), also concluded that teachers with more years of 
experience have a more negative attitude toward inclusion than teachers with fewer years 
of teaching experience. 
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Qualification 
Many attitudinal studies indicate that general education teachers with higher 
levels of education tend to be more supportive of inclusion than general education 
teachers with lower levels of education. An investigation by Dupoux, Hammond, Ingalls, 
and Wolman (2006) of the attitudes of 183 elementary and secondary teachers in urban 
and rural Haiti in public, Catholic, and non-denominational schools revealed that teachers 
with a master’s degree had a more positive attitude toward integration (M = 86.43, SD = 
15.37) than teachers who had less than a master’s degree (M = 77.60, SD = 12.47). 
Similarly, Moberg and Savolainen (2003) conclude that teachers with higher 
qualifications have a positive attitude toward inclusion than teachers with lower 
qualifications. This conclusion implies that incentives and provision must be made for 
general education teachers to pursue higher levels of education. The more they are 
educated, the more likely they will be exposed to training related to the teaching of 
students with special education needs. 
Training 
Inclusion is a positive step for students receiving special education services; 
however, the amount of training and support received by general educators to be familiar 
with educating students with disabilities is frequently found to be inadequate (Ambei, 
2016; McNally et al., 2001; Obeng, 2007; Yuh & Shey, 2008). General educators’ poor 
attitudes toward full inclusion have been associated with their lack of training (Bishop 
and Jones, 2001). Forlin (2001) reported that 89% of general educators indicated that 
they were not receiving adequate training to meet the individual needs of students with 
disabilities included in their classrooms, and 91% of teachers reported not receiving 
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training specific enough to the individual students currently included in their classrooms. 
Other studies have identified the lack of appropriate teacher training as a huge drawback 
to inclusion in schools when teachers are required to implement new practices with 
ongoing inadequate training and without necessary organizational resources (Forlin, 
2001). Tohnain and Tamajong (2014) identify the absence of courses and programs for 
educating people with disabilities in teacher training colleges in Cameroon as a major 
drawback to the implementation of inclusive practices in regular school. 
Teacher preparation programs for general education teachers in some cases briefly 
touch on meeting the needs of diverse learners, but rarely go in depth about how to teach 
students with disabilities (Bishop and Jones, 2002). Multiple training sessions and 
workshops for general education teachers have been known to transform the attitudes of 
teachers from concern and anxiety to satisfaction and embrace of their roles in 
inclusionary classrooms (Bishop and Jones, 2002; Burstein et al., 2004). Training 
exposes teachers to varying levels of student disabilities including, mild to moderate 
disabilities, multiple learning disabilities, and profound learning disabilities (Simmons & 
Bayliss, 2007). However, basic knowledge of students with mild to moderate disabilities 
is more vital to general education teachers since inclusive classrooms do not have the 
capacity to accommodate students with severe disabilities.  
The first step in preparing teachers for including students with disabilities into the 
general classroom is to convince them that inclusion is worthwhile (Hamre & Oyler, 
2004). The teachers must fully understand the reasons behind inclusion to support the 
change and additional responsibilities that come with inclusion (Burstein et al., 2004). 
Next, teachers need to be provided with preparation programs to familiarize them with 
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the needs of students, introduce them to the support staff, and educate them regarding the 
laws and their personal responsibilities (Bishop and  Jones, 2002). After inclusion begins, 
teachers need to receive ongoing training that is more specific to the students in their 
classes (Hamre & Oyler, 2004). When constant support is available, the teachers feel 
more appreciated, more competent, and more prepared to provide quality education to all 
students in their classrooms. (Menlove, Hudson, & Suter, 2001). 
Attitudinal Variables in the Study 
Four variables guide this study’s investigation of Cameroonian general education 
teachers’ attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities in their classrooms. A 
good measurement of teachers’ attitudes in a context such as Cameroon, where the 
concept of inclusion is still nascent, necessarily seeks to know their perceived a) benefits 
of integration, b) integrated classroom management, c) ability to teach special needs 
students and c) attitudes toward separate special education versus inclusive education. 
Outcomes/Benefits of Integration 
The goal of integrating students with disabilities into the general education 
classroom is to provide them with maximum academic and social experiences. Findings 
from studies about teachers’ attitudes toward outcomes for students with disabilities have 
been inconsistent. While some studies reveal that general education teachers believe there 
are benefits for children with disabilities in the inclusive classrooms, others say that 
general education teachers do not believe in such benefits for children with disabilities in 
the general education classrooms. 
D’Alonzo, Giordano, and VanLeerven (1997) conclude that there are benefits of 
inclusion. The majority of teachers in the study agree that inclusion would be problematic 
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but showed mixed feelings regarding the benefits of inclusion for children with 
disabilities. Seventy percent believe that the quality of education would also be 
negatively impacted. In essence, they indicate that there would not be positive learning 
outcomes for students with special education needs included in the general education 
classroom. However, most of the teachers also agree that there are social benefits to 
inclusion—that inclusion would eliminate labeling of children with disabilities even if 
problems of socialization and self-esteem persist. 
Even though there is no consensus regarding the academic achievements of 
students with special educational needs in inclusive settings (Daane, Beirne-Smith, & 
Latham, 2000; Monahan, Marino, Miller, & Cronic, 1997; Snyder, Garriott, & Williams 
Aylor, 2001), there is vast agreement on its moral and social benefits to special needs 
students, non-special needs students, and society as a whole (Knight, 1999; Osgood; 
2005; Perry, 1997).While some research report that there is evidence of general education 
teachers’ feelings that children with disabilities will not improve or perform better in the 
general education classroom, others report that there are benefits for children with 
disabilities in general education.  
Integrated Classroom Management 
Research on inclusion has shown that general education teachers do not only need 
but express the need to acquire the ability to effectively manage inclusive classrooms to 
ensure that students with and without SEN obtain maximum educational experiences 
(Stubbs, 2009; Wilson et al., 2011). Meeting the diverse needs of students in inclusive 
classrooms involves effectively using time and having the ability to keep order in the 
general education classroom. 
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A few studies on teacher attitudes indicate that  general education teachers do not 
perceive themselves as having the capacity to manage inclusive classrooms. In a study by 
Forlin (2001), he finds out that 96% of teachers indicate that it would be difficult to 
monitor or manage other students while working with a student with special needs. The 
diminished amount of time to work with the other students as a result of having a student 
with a special need in their classroom is viewed as a stressful issue for them. The study 
shows that general education teachers have many concerns about the integration of 
children with disabilities which impacts their ability to manage to inclusive classrooms. 
In a similar study, Snyder et al. (2001) most teachers (64%) express the feeling 
that teaching in an inclusive environment was more challenging. The teachers cited 
difficulties related to management such as time, increased paperwork, burnout, academic 
and behavioral problems brought into the general education classroom by children with 
emotional disabilities, and the fear that children with emotional disabilities would cause 
children without special needs to misbehave. On the whole, teachers feel that the 
problems caused by students with disabilities negatively impact learning for students 
without disabilities in the general education classroom. Teachers in this study express 
frustration with the inability of students with special education needs to keep up with 
their work and complete their assignments despite their efforts to facilitate learning for all 
students. 
According to Daane et al. (2000), teachers feel that more management problems 
are inevitable once children with special education needs are included in their 
classrooms. Additionally, teachers express the feeling that inclusion increases the 
instructional load of the general education teacher. Other studies have also indicated 
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teachers’ concerns related to the management of inclusive classrooms. Teachers point out 
that disruptive children and children with emotional and behavioral problems would 
require a significant amount of the teachers’ time and attention which is not always 
available (Leonardi, 2001). Moreover, teachers have also conveyed feelings that 
inclusion would not be successfully implemented if children with emotional and 
behavioral problems are included in the general education classroom because it would be 
unfair to students without disabilities and negatively impacts learning (Daane et al. 2000, 
Leonardi, 2001). On the other hand, few studies indicate that teachers believe in the 
benefits of inclusion for children with special needs in general education—they agree that 
children with special needs would achieve more academically and socially in the general 
education classroom (Idol, 2006; Monahan et al., 1997; Osgood, 2006; Wilson et., 2011). 
Despite teachers’ fears regarding the magnitude of work in inclusive classrooms 
and their ability to manage such classrooms, inclusive education has come to stay. It is 
supported by most governments and international organizations concerned about human 
rights (UNESCO, 1994). There is also consensus that management is critical to 
successful inclusionary experiences for students with disabilities and the general 
education teacher. The management of inclusive classrooms is important for both the 
general education teacher and the special education teacher. Successful inclusion will not 
exist if teachers are not positive about their ability to manage inclusive classrooms. 
Based on past literature concerning this subject, an implication of this study is that 
teachers need more knowledge on inclusion, precisely information about the types of 
disabilities and strategies for managing children with different kinds of disabilities in 
their classrooms. It is apparent that management is critical to successful inclusionary 
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experiences for students with disabilities and the general education teacher. If teachers 
acquire knowledge through training on how to manage inclusive classrooms, there is a 
tendency that management issues will obviously be minimized in the general education 
classroom (Guner, 2012, & Secer, 2010). 
Inclusion and Teacher Perceptions of Their  
Teaching Ability 
Teachers’ perceived ability to handle inclusive classrooms come through when 
they express both their understanding of the concept of inclusion and their previous 
training or lack thereof in the area of special education. This perceived ability falls within 
the domain of metacognition which has to do with the capacity to know about knowing or 
a self-evaluation of one’s knowledge of something. 
Teachers’ perceived ability to teach is associated with their sense of self-efficacy. 
Self-efficacy, one of the major characteristics linked to teacher behavior is the teachers’ 
attitude (Bandura 1977, 1989). Bandura gives prominence to the concept of self-efficacy 
in his social learning theory. Perceived self-efficacy is defined as people’s beliefs about 
their capacities to produce designated levels of performance that exercise influence over 
events that affect their lives. Self-efficacy beliefs determine how people feel, think, 
motivate themselves and behave. Such beliefs produce these diverse effects through four 
major processes. They include cognitive, motivational, affective and selection processes. 
The general education teacher’s feelings about his/her abilities to teach students with 
disabilities can be a source of motivation as well as a source of discouragement. General 
education teachers who are not trained to handle inclusive classrooms are likely going to 
have lower expectations for their teaching than those with some form of training 
(Avramidis & Kalyva, 2007; Leatherman & Niemeyer 2005). 
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Training and experience give knowledge to the general education teachers which 
in turn influence their perceived ability (or sense of self-efficacy) to teach students with 
special needs (Ambei, 2016). Knowledge about inclusive practices is vital and comes 
from various sources such as revelation, our minds, intuition, authority, or reason; 
however, all of these sources complement each other to aid humans in their knowing. 
Knowledge is the cognitive outcome of education and consists of concepts, theories, 
empirical results, and other information that is acquired from the educational experience 
(Ernest, 1989). Knowledge requires general or group consensus to ensure validity and 
appropriateness and is open to evaluation and critical examination (Nespor, 1987). 
Knowledge is based on what can be verified empirically, thus judged as true or false 
(Knight, 1997). Pajares (1992) stated: “Knowledge is based on objective fact” (p. 313). 
Based on these definitions, knowledge is true evidence that derives from various sources, 
can be judged as true or false, and requires consensus to ensure validity and 
appropriateness. General education teachers’ perceived ability to teach students with 
special needs reveal their knowledge of inclusive education and gives the researcher the 
possibility to evaluate the knowledge and possible reasons for the knowledge or lack 
thereof (Ambei, 2016). 
Perceptions of the Concept of Inclusion 
Teachers’ perceptions of integrated schools sometimes come from the lack of 
knowledge on how such schools work. Both ongoing training and teacher education 
programs would help teachers and would-be teachers develop positive attitudes, and 
maybe change their attitudes toward integrated classrooms and schools. To improve 
teachers’ attitudes toward disabilities in general educational institutions, there is the need 
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for introductory courses in teacher training programs, emphasis on the special education 
element in college, teacher training schools, and professional development programs for 
in-service teachers. 
The inclusive classroom is a worldwide phenomenon and has been one of the 
major topics in education that has gained traction during the past two decades (Rudd, 
2002; Smietana, 2001). Recently, however, teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion of 
students with disabilities in the general education classroom have become the focus of 
extensive research (Bradley, 2009; Cramer, 2014; Cagney, 2009; Greene, 2007; Stubbs, 
2008; Talmor, Reiter & Freigin, 2005). With the implementation of inclusion, education 
of children with disabilities has shifted from segregated special schools to the inclusion 
of all students with mild to moderate disabilities into the general classroom (Parasuram, 
2006). Classrooms are becoming more of a melting pot, containing students with diverse 
abilities and disabilities. However, some education stakeholders, including teachers, still 
prefer non-inclusive schools. Despite efforts by educators to ensure successful inclusion 
of all students in general education, research shows general education teachers still hold 
negative beliefs toward the academic and social benefits of including students with 
disabilities in the general classroom (Peetsma, 2001; Stainback & Stainback, 1991; Voltz, 
Brazil & Ford, 2001). 
According to Parasuram (2006), a teacher’s attitude affects the educator’s daily 
interactions with students, and the teacher’s knowledge, beliefs, concerns, and philosophy 
regarding inclusion plays a major role in predicting the outcomes of inclusion. 
Considering the influence that teachers have on the academic success of students with 
disabilities and the success of inclusive classrooms, it is necessary to study teacher 
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attitudes toward including students in the general education classrooms. This study is 
vital because teachers’ perceptions of inclusive education are essential if we are to 
anticipate possible difficulties of implementation which will in turn guide, help, and 
prepare for successful inclusive practices. For that reason, this study is interested in 
investigating the attitudes and perceptions of the general education teachers as their roles 
are likely to influence the quality of integration in schools. General education teachers’ 
attitudes are vital to successful inclusion because they are the main implementers of the 
policy of inclusion. These teachers are directly involved with the students, and their 
attitudes and knowledge of the concept of inclusion determine if students with disabilities 
in grade level appropriate classes can be educated alongside their peers without 
disabilities in the general education classroom. They are also better placed to determine if 
this type of learning is beneficial to all students participating in an inclusive setting 
(Bradley, 2009; Stubbs, 2008). 
As long as general education teachers are not receiving the education and support 
necessary to change their attitudes toward inclusion, this practice cannot be successful for 
students with and without disabilities (Burke & Suthermand, 2004). It is, therefore, 
necessary that general education teachers receive appropriate training and support 
programs before teaching in inclusive classrooms. It is important to know how current 
general education teachers perceive inclusion to ensure effective implementation of 
inclusive practices. This knowledge is needed in the conception and development of 
teacher training programs and sensitization programs. Knowledge of general education 
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion provides information necessary to design academic 
and professional learning programs. 
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Summary of Chapter Two 
This chapter has reviewed literature related to special education and inclusive 
education, including theories and factors that influence teachers’ attitudes toward the 
practice of inclusion. Particular attention is paid to the budding practice of inclusion in 
Cameroon and the issues that have plagued the initiative since the country’s landmark 
1983 legislation protecting individuals with disabilities and promoting inclusion at all 
levels of society (Biya, 1984). Considering that the study seeks to evaluate inclusive 
pioneer programs in general secondary schools, a review of best inclusive practices is 
done. These best practices provide the barometer with which teachers’ attitudes toward 
the inclusion of students with disabilities in the regular school classrooms are measured. 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The purpose of this quantitative descriptive non-experimental study was to 
examine the attitudes of general education secondary school teachers in grades six 
through twelve in seven public secondary schools engaged in a pilot inclusive education 
program in the North-West Region of Cameroon. The study sought to examine if there 
was a relationship between teachers’ characteristics (gender, age, the level of education, 
years of teaching experience, experience teaching in inclusive classrooms, training, and 
teachers’ language of instruction) and the attitudes they held toward inclusive education. 
The teachers included in this study all possess the following characteristics: full-time 
employee, currently teaching, certified or has a degree and teaches a class between levels 
six through 12 (form one - upper sixth). 
This chapter describes the research design, population and sample, 
instrumentation, variables, procedure, and data collection and analysis 
Type of Study 
The purpose of this quantitative descriptive study was to investigate attitudes. 
Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities instrument developed 
by Antonak and Larrivee (1995) was used to collect data. This questionnaire, consisting 
of twenty-five questions, was used to answer research questions about general educators’ 
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attitudes toward the concept of inclusion, perceived ability to teach children with 
disabilities in the general education classroom, perception toward managing inclusive 
classrooms, and perceived benefits/outcomes for students with disabilities. The 
demographic questionnaire was used to gather data about factors known to affect general 
education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion. 
The researcher employed a quantitative descriptive research design for the study 
because it has been used in several studies examining teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion 
(Burke & Sutherland, 2003; Dupoux, Hammond, Ingalls, & Wolman, 2006; Hammond & 
Ingalls, 2003; Jobe & Rust, 1996). The quantitative descriptive research design was also 
preferred because it permitted the researcher to sample a broad range of opinions from 
teachers of different types of educational institutions engaged in inclusion. This design 
allowed for an objective scoring of data and the statistics could be used to make 
inferences from the sample population about secondary education teachers in Cameroon 
(Galvan, 2004). By giving the respondents the freedom to reflect and choose their 
responses without the influence of the researcher’s physical presence, the responses 
resulting from analyses were expected to be more reliable than responses obtained 
through interviews (Patten, 2004). 
Population  
Two main types of secondary schools exist in Cameroon, namely, public and 
private schools. This study will not include private schools because SEEPD 14-school 
inclusive education pilot project, which was the source of data for the study, involves 
only public bilingual schools. The target population for this study consisted of full-time 
public bilingual secondary school teachers from grade six through twelve. Teachers from 
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the seven secondary schools involved in the SEEPD project were surveyed. Teachers 
from the seven primary or elementary schools (grades 1 to 5) involved in the project were 
not considered in the study. 
Sample 
A convenience sample of about 500 full-time teachers was drawn from a 
population of about 1200 teachers (Ministry of National Education [MINEDUC], 2005). 
The study sample was made of teachers from the seven bilingual public schools involved 
in the SEEPD pilot program in the NorthWest Region of Cameroon. The schools were: 
Government Bilingual High School (GBHS) Bamenda, GBHS Kumbo, GBHS Wum, 
GBHS Fundung, GBHS Ndop, GBHS Ndu, and GBHS Mbengwi. All full-time teachers 
from the seven schools constituted the sample because of the limited number of full-time 
teachers employed by the schools (Miffih, 2011a). To minimize the risk of having a 
biased sample (Bryman & Cramer, 1990; Fowler, 2002), the representativeness of the 
data was enhanced by including teachers of the two systems of education 
(Francophone/Anglophone). It is worth noting that all the SEEPD schools included in the 
program were bilingual which eliminated bias.  
Hypothesis 
Null Hypothesis 
Hypothesis 1.Female teachers are likely not to have a more favorable perception 
of inclusive education than their male counterparts 
Hypothesis 2.Younger instructors are likely not to have a more favorable 
perception of inclusive education than their older colleagues 
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Hypothesis 3.Teachers with a higher level of education will not have a more 
favorable perception of inclusion than their colleagues with a lower level of education 
Hypothesis 4.Less experienced teachers are not likely to be more favorable of 
inclusive education than more experienced teachers. 
Hypothesis 5.Teachers who have experience teaching in inclusive classrooms are 
not likely to be more favorable of inclusive education than their colleagues without such 
experience. 
Hypothesis 6.Teachers who have received training in teaching students with 
special needs will not likely have a favorable attitude toward inclusive education. 
Hypothesis 7.Teachers who use French as the language of instruction are not 
likely to have a less favorable attitude toward inclusive education than teachers who use 
English or both languages (bilingual teachers). 
Research Hypothesis 
The following research hypotheses are formulated to help answer question 2: 
Hypothesis 1: Female teachers are likely to have a more favorable perception of 
inclusive education than their male counterparts. 
Hypothesis 2: Younger instructors are likely to have a more favorable perception 
of inclusive education than their older colleagues. 
Hypothesis 3: Teachers with a higher level of education will have a more 
favorable perception than their colleagues with a lower level of education. 
Hypothesis 4: Less experienced teachers are likely to be more favorable of 
inclusive education than more experienced teachers. 
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Hypothesis 5: Teachers who have experience teaching in inclusive classrooms are 
likely to be more favorable of inclusive education than their colleagues without such 
experience. 
Hypothesis 6: Teachers who have received training in teaching students with 
special needs will likely have a favorable attitude toward inclusive education. 
Hypothesis 7: Teachers who use French as the language of instruction are likely to 
have a less favorable attitude toward inclusive education than teachers who use English 
or both languages (bilingual). 
Variables Definition 
Overall Teachers’ Attitudes: The purpose of the study was to investigate attitudes 
held by general education teachers toward students with disabilities in a pilot inclusive 
education program in the North West Region of Cameroon. In accordance with the 
developers of the instrument, overall teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion was determined 
using twelve negatively worded items (2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 12, 14, 18, 20, 23, 24) and 
thirteen positively worded items (1, 3, 5, 7, 10, 13, 15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, 25). 
The range of the scores on the ORI is 0 to 150. A higher score as opposed to a 
lower one on the ORI represents a more favorable attitude toward the inclusion of 
students with special needs in the general education classroom. Surveys with five or more 
items omitted were not scored. 
Attitudes toward Benefits/Outcomes of Integration: This factor measured 
teachers’ perceptions of the benefits or lack thereof of inclusive classrooms and schools 
to both students with disabilities and general education students taught in the integrated 
classroom. 
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Items 3, 7, 11, 14, 17, 20, 21, and 24 related to the factor, Benefits/Outcomes of 
Integration, were used to ascertain general education teachers’ attitudes toward the 
outcomes for children with disabilities in the general education classroom (Table 1). The 
factor (Outcomes/Benefits of Integration) was made of four positively worded items and 
four negatively worded items. Positively-scored item responses were summed to 
determine a score for this factor. The scores can range from zero to forty-eight. 
Attitudes toward Integrated Classroom Management: This variable measures 
teachers’ ability to manage inclusive classrooms—classrooms containing both regular 
students and students with special needs. It is the teachers’ ability to use time efficiently 
and to keep order in the general education classroom. 
Items 1, 4, 6, 9, 12, 15, 16, 18, 22, and 25 related to the variable Classroom 
Management, were used to determine general education teachers’ attitudes toward the 
management of children with disabilities in the general education classroom. This factor 
(Classroom Management) comprised five positively worded items and five negatively 
worded items. Positively-scored item responses were summed up to obtain a score for 
this factor. The scores can range from zero to sixty. 
Attitudes toward Perceived Ability to Teach: This variable measured teachers’ 
perception of their capability to teach students with disabilities—appropriate skills and 
strategies. Their choice of responses on items measuring a variable demonstrates their 
sense of self-efficacy associated with the task of teaching students with disabilities. 
Items 2, 10, and 19 were used to find out general education teachers’ attitudes 
toward their perceived ability to teach children with special needs in the general 
education classroom. The factor was made of two positively worded items and one 
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Table 1 
Description of Research Variables and Survey Items on the ORI 
 
Research Variable 
 
Survey Items 
 
 
Attitudes Toward Benefit/Outcomes of Integration 
 
3, 7, 11, 14, 17, 20, 21, 
24 
 
Attitudes Toward Integrated Classroom Management 
 
1, 4, 6, 9, 12, 15, 16, 18, 
22, 25 
 
Attitudes Toward Perceived Ability to Teach Children with Special Needs 
 
 
2, 10, 19 
 
Attitudes Toward Concept of Inclusion 
 
5, 8, 13, 23 
 
 
 
negatively worded item. Positively-scored item responses were summed to determine a 
score for this factor. The range of scores for this variable is zero to eighteen. 
Attitudes toward the concept of inclusion (Separate Special Education versus 
Inclusive Education): This factor/variable measured teachers’ preference between 
inclusive and non-inclusive schools. 
Items 5, 8, 13, and 23 were used to determine general education teachers’ 
attitudes toward the concept of inclusion. The factor was made of two positively worded 
items and two negatively worded items. Positively-scored item responses were summed 
to obtain a score for this factor. The range of scores is zero to twenty-four.  
Definition of Demographic Variables 
The data collected applied to 7 demographic variables, namely gender, age, the 
level of education, years of teaching experience, experience teaching in inclusive 
classrooms, training in teaching students with special needs in the general education 
classroom, and teacher’s language of instruction. 
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Gender: Overall scores on the ORI of all female participants were compared to 
the overall scores of all male participants to determine which group had more favorable 
attitudes toward inclusion. Factor scores for females were compared to factor scores of 
males to determine which group had more favorable attitudes toward each factor 
(Concept of Inclusion, Perceived Ability to Teach Children with Disabilities, Integrated 
Classroom Management, and Benefits of Integration). 
Age: The overall scores on the ORI scores of older participants (e.g. 45 years and 
older) were compared to the overall score on the ORI of younger participants (e.g. 44 
years and younger). The scores of younger teachers for each factor (factor one through 
four) were compared to factor scores of older teachers. These continuous variables were 
compared to determine if younger teachers had a more favorable attitude toward 
inclusion than older teachers. The results were also used to determine if younger teachers 
had more favorable attitudes toward each factor on the ORI than older teachers. 
The level of Education: The overall scores of respondents on the ORI with higher 
level degrees (e.g. Master’s Degree) were compared to the overall scores of respondents 
with lower level degrees (e.g. Bachelor’s Degree). Also, factor scores for participants 
with higher level degrees were compared with factor scores of participants with lower 
degrees. Overall scores and factor scores were then compared to determine if respondents 
with a higher degree had more favorable attitudes toward inclusion than respondents with 
a lower level degree. The results were used to determine if respondents with a higher 
degree had a more favorable attitude toward each factor than respondents with a lower 
degree. 
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Years of Teaching Experience: The overall scores and factor scores of teachers 
with more years (e.g. 20 years) of teaching experience were compared to the overall 
scores and factor scores of teachers with few years (6 years) of teaching experience to 
determine if teachers with more years of teaching experience had more favorable 
attitudes toward inclusion. Factor scores were compared to determine if teachers with 
more years of teaching experience had more favorable attitudes toward each factor than 
teachers with few years of teaching experience. 
Experience Teaching Children with Special Needs: The overall ORI scores and 
factor scores of teachers who had experience teaching children with special needs in the 
general education classroom were compared to the overall ORI scores and factor scores 
of teachers with no or little experience teaching children with special needs in the general 
education classroom. The comparison of ORI scores and factor scores helped to 
determine if teachers with experience teaching children in the general education 
classroom had more favorable attitudes toward inclusion on each factor than teachers 
who did not have the experience to teach children with special needs in the general 
education classroom. 
Training for Teaching Children with Special Needs: The overall scores and factor 
scores on the ORI, for teachers who did not have training teaching children with special 
needs in the general education classroom, were compared to the overall scores and factor 
scores on the ORI for teachers who did not have training to teach children with special 
needs in the general education classroom. These scores were assessed to determine if 
teachers who did not have the training to teach children with special needs in the general 
education classroom had more favorable attitudes toward inclusion. Factor scores were 
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compared to decide if teachers who had the training to teach children with special needs 
in the general education classroom had more favorable attitudes toward each factor than 
teachers who did not have the training to teach children with special needs in the general 
education classroom. 
The language of Instruction: Overall scores on the ORI of all teachers were 
grouped according to the language of instruction they use, and the groups’ overall scores 
were compared with each other to determine if teachers’ language of instruction 
influenced their perceptions toward inclusion. Teachers in the bilingual schools 
participating in the study used either English, French or both languages to teach. 
Instrument 
An investigation into the existing literature on the research topic was done to 
determine the instruments that measured the attitudes of general education teachers 
toward inclusion. After much consideration, the instrument titled “The Opinions Relative 
to the Integration of Students with Disabilities” developed by Antonak and Larrivee 
(1995) is chosen. This instrument is a revised and upgraded version of the Opinions 
Relative to Mainstreaming Scale created by Larrivee and Cook (1979). This earlier 
version of the instrument was used to investigate teachers’ attitudes toward 
mainstreaming students with disabilities into general education classrooms. Opinions 
Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities is a 25-item instrument with six 
possible responses ranging from (-3) I disagree very much to (+3) I agree very much. 
Description of the Instrument 
The ORI was used to measure general education teachers’ attitudes toward the 
inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education schools in the North-West 
 90 
 
Region of Cameroon. The questionnaire is made of two sections. The first section 
consists of 25 items and the second section comprises seven demographic questions on 
their gender, age, the level of education, years of teaching experience, experience 
teaching in inclusive classrooms, training in teaching students with special needs in the 
general education classroom, and teacher’s language of instruction. 
The first section of the instrument has questions that require the participants to 
indicate their level of agreement or disagreement to the items on the 6-point Likert-type 
scale. Respondents were asked to choose from the following options: 1 (strongly 
disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (not sure but tend to disagree), 4 (not sure but tend to agree), 5 
(agree) and 6 (strongly agree). 
Validity and Reliability of the Instrument 
The need for a valid instrument is crucial because it measures what it says is 
being measured (Blunch, 2008). The ORI is chosen for this study after careful 
consideration of the purpose and the context of the study, including the history of special 
education and issues linked to the practice of inclusion. 
The ORI is one of the most tested instruments in research related to teachers’ 
attitudes toward the inclusion of special needs students in the general education 
classrooms (Avramidis et al., 2000; Cramer, 2014; Dupoux, Hammond, Ingalls, & 
Wolman, 2006; Jobe & Rust, 1996; Stubbs, 2009). The creators of the instrument, 
Antonak and Larrivee (1995), tested the validity of the instrument using a hierarchical 
multiple regression analysis with variables such as age, sex, education, profession and 
relationship. Results indicated that the split-half reliability was 0.87 and the Cronbach’s 
coefficient alpha homogeneity alpha was 0.83. Antonak & Larrivee (1995) have also 
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argued for the use of psychometrically sound 6-point Likert scale instruments, pointing to 
its efficacy in measuring teachers’ complex and multidimensional attitudes. 
Data Collection 
The study used a quantitative non-experimental survey design. In order to carry 
out the study, permission was first obtained from the government of Cameroon through 
the Regional Delegate of Education for the North-West Region of Cameroon. This was 
followed by authorization from the Andrews University’s Institutional Review Board 
(IRB). 
It was necessary to obtain a letter of the Regional Delegate of Education in charge 
of all public schools in the region to avoid the tedious and inconvenient task of obtaining 
multiple authorizations from the principals of all the seven schools taking part in the 
study. The Regional Delegate of Education would be considered, in other words, as the 
Superintendent of public schools in the region.  
When the Delegate of Education returned the signed letter of approval to conduct 
the study, it was submitted to the Andrews University IRB office with a completed 
research protocol and the instrument to be used in the study. The package sent to the IRB 
also contained a letter addressed to the participants, informed consent, and instructions 
for completing the survey. 
After securing the IRB approval for the study, 600 scannable copies of the survey 
were made and mailed to the researcher’s representative, together with a copy of the 
cover letter (introduction letter from the researcher written to the seven schools with a 
full description of the benefits of the study to the schools and the participants) and a copy 
of the authorization letter. The researcher’s representative collected the survey forms, 
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contacted the principals, and worked closely with their schedules and executed the 
collection of data.  
The principals and the researcher’s representative agreed to administer the survey 
on faculty professional development days. This was considered the most appropriate day 
for administration of the survey because it was the one day the most teachers would be 
available. The researcher’s representative contacted some of the teachers that could not 
be reached during the professional development days. 
In order to ensure that the confidentiality or anonymity clause was respected, the 
researchers’ representative was a teacher from the non-participating schools. At no time 
in the data collection process were respondents asked to provide their name or other 
forms of identification that tied them to their responses on the questionnaire. A thank you 
letter from the researcher was also submitted to the principals of each of the schools at 
the end of the data collection process.  
During the data collection process, the researcher’s representative was available 
to explain and clarify details whenever needed. The survey had two versions 
(English/French). The original version, which is English, was administered to English-
speaking teachers and the translated French version was administered to French-speaking 
teachers. The French version was translated by a professional translator in Cameroon and 
proofread by two readers with sound knowledge in both English and French and the 
subject under study.  
Upon completion of the survey, each teacher sealed the completed survey form in 
the same envelope that contained the uncompleted survey form and the researchers’ 
representative collected them. At the end of the data collection, my representative 
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combined all the packages and mailed them to me in Berrien Springs, Michigan through 
DHL mail service delivery. 
Analysis of the Data 
The data gathered from the survey was entered in the Statistical Package for 
Social Sciences program and analyzed by use of descriptive statistics—means scores, 
standard deviations, frequencies, and crosstabs. After scanning the questionnaires, the 
numbers checked by respondents for the positively phrased statements were maintained 
exactly as checked, but the negatively phrased statements were reversed as follows: (1=6, 
2=5, 3=4, 4=3, 5=2, and 6=1). Data from each subgroup (factor) was averaged to 
determine the teachers’ attitudes of the reform about the group. An average score of 3.5 
was considered a neutral attitude toward the statement. An average score below 3.5 was 
considered a negative attitude toward the statement, and an average score of above 3.5 
was considered a positive attitude toward the statement. Surveys with five or more items 
omitted were not scored. 
The association between the demographic variables and the dependent perception 
variables (the concept of inclusion, their perceived ability to teach students with special 
needs in the general education classroom, the management of students with special 
education needs in the general education classroom, and the outcomes for students with 
special needs in the general education classroom) were analyzed with the One-Way 
Multivariate Analysis of Variance; MANOVA and ANOVA to test the differences 
between teachers’ gender, age, level of education, years of teaching experience, 
experience teaching in inclusive classrooms, training in teaching students with disabilities 
in the general education classroom, and teacher’s language of instruction. 
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These analyses helped to answer the following questions posed in the study: 
Data Analysis of Research Question 1 
What are the attitudes of general education teachers toward inclusion in 
Cameroon, with regard to (a) benefits of integration, (b) concept of integration, (c) 
integrated classroom management, and (d) perceptions of their ability to teach special 
needs students? 
The average mean score, standard deviation, and the range of scores on the ORI, 
representing teachers’ overall perceptions of inclusion were calculated. Frequency 
distributions were generated for survey items about each of the following four research 
variables:  
1. The benefits/outcomes of integration (items 3, 7, 11, 14, 17, 20, 21, 24); 
2. The concept of inclusion (items 5, 8, 13, 23); 
3. Integrated classroom management (items 1, 4, 6, 9, 12, 15, 16, 18, 22, 25); 
4. Perceptions of their ability to teach students with special needs (items 2, 10, 
19); 
Means were calculated to determine the average for each item in each variable, 
and standard deviations calculated to determine the spread of scores around the mean. 
The highest possible overall score on the ORI was 150. An overall score above 75 was 
interpreted as having a positive attitude toward inclusion while an overall score below 75 
was interpreted to be a negative attitude toward inclusion. An overall score of exactly 75 
was construed as a neutral attitude toward inclusion. 
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Data Analysis of Research Question 2 
Do differences exist in teachers’ perceptions, on the basis of their (a) gender, (b) 
age, (c) level of education, (d) years of teaching experience, (e) experience teaching in 
inclusive classrooms, (f) training in teaching students with special needs in the general 
education classroom, and (g) teacher’s language of instruction? 
Research Question 2 dealt with the demographic variables of the study. In order to 
answer the question, a MANOVA was used to test the differences in teachers’ attitudes 
toward inclusion on the basis of their gender, age, level of education, years of teaching 
experience, experience teaching in inclusive classrooms, training in teaching students 
with special needs in the general education classroom, and teacher’s language of 
instruction. 
Seven hypotheses, one for each demographic variable, was tested using 
MANOVA. One-Way Multivariate Analysis of Variance results that are significant for 
each independent variable were followed up by One Way Univariate Analysis of 
Variance (ANOVA) and posthoc multiple comparison tests to determine the extent of the 
differences in group perceptions with regard to teachers’ attitudes about (a) the concept 
of inclusion, (b) ability to teach, (c) classroom management and (d) outcomes of 
inclusion. Twenty-eight follow-up hypotheses were tested, one for each of the four 
dependent variables (factors) per demographic variable, using Univariate ANOVAs with 
a Bonferroni alpha correction to account for the multiple ANOVAs. The ANOVA was 
tested at the .05 level (.05 divided by four ANOVAs conducted) to control for Type I 
error across multiple ANOVAs (Green & Salkind, 2008). 
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Summary of Chapter Three 
The purpose of this study was to investigate attitudes held by general education 
teachers’ attitude toward students with disabilities in a pilot inclusive education program 
in the North-West Region of Cameroon. The ORI, developed by Richard Antonak and 
Barbara Larrivee in 1995 consists of twenty-five questions used to evaluate the attitudes 
of three hundred and forty-six general education teachers. Four factors on the ORI (the 
concept of inclusion, ability to teach children in inclusive classes, management of 
inclusive classrooms and the outcomes/benefits for children with disabilities) were used 
to determine teachers’ perceptions about including students with disabilities in their 
classrooms.   
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CHAPTER 4 
DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 
The purpose of this study was to investigate attitudes held by general education 
teachers toward students with disabilities in a pilot inclusive education program in the 
North-West Region of Cameroon. The study sampled teachers’ attitudes using the 
instrument titled “Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities 
(ORI),” developed by Richard F. Antonak and Barbara Larrivee (1995). Also, the study 
sought to discover if there were any differences between teachers’ gender, age, the level 
of education, the number of years of teaching experience, experience in teaching students 
with special needs, training on special education, the language of instruction, and their 
attitudes toward teaching students with disabilities. 
This chapter presents the results of the data analysis in four sections, namely (a) 
description of the population and sample, (b) demographic description of the sample, (c) 
research questions and statistical analyses, and (d) summary of findings. The hypotheses 
related to the research questions are tested using Multivariate Analysis of Variance, 
Univariate Analysis of Variance, and Post Hoc Tests (Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch 
Range). 
Description of Sample and Response Rate 
The convenience sample of full-time, grade 6 through 12, teachers came from 
seven public bilingual schools involved in the SEEPD inclusive education pilot project, 
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in the North-West Region of Cameroon. A total of 400 surveys were administered to 
willing participants, and 348 were returned, indicating a response rate of 87%. Of the 348 
returned surveys, two were not included because they had 2 or more omitted responses. 
The study population, comprised of teachers at schools included in SEEPD 
inclusive pilot education program, was bilingual. To minimize the risk of having a biased 
sample (Bryman & Cramer, 1990; Fowler, 2002), teachers were representative of the two 
systems (Francophone and Anglophone) of the education in Cameroon. Two versions of 
the survey, French, and English, were distributed. Table 2 presents the number of surveys 
distributed per school, the number returned, and the response rate. 
 
Table 2 
Survey Participation and Response Rate by Schools 
 
Participating Institution 
Surveys 
Distributed  
Surveys  
Returned 
Surveys  
Used 
Percentage 
Response Rate 
1. Government Bilingual High School 
Bamenda 
50 46 45 92.00 
2. Government Bilingual High School 
Funding 
54 50 50 92.50 
3. Government Bilingual High School 
Kumbo 
48 48 48 100.00 
4. Government Bilingual High School 
Mbengwi 
61 51 51 83.60 
5. Government Bilingual High School 
Ndop 
64 52 52 81.30 
6. Government Bilingual High School 
Ndu 
56 49 49 87.50 
7. Government Bilingual High School 
Wum 
67 52 51 77.60 
Total 400 348 346 87.75 
Note. Surveys with 1 or more items omitted were eliminated 
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Participants and Variables Description 
The demographic information solicited from the respondents included gender, 
age, the level of education, years of teaching experience, experience teaching in inclusive 
classrooms, training, and attitudes toward inclusive education. 
A total number of 346 full-time state licensed teachers from seven government 
bilingual high schools took part in the survey. Of the total number of respondents, there 
were 182 males (52.6%) and 164 females (47.4%). About 68% of the surveys were 
completed by participants between the ages of 30 and 44 years. Results for age groups 
were as follows: 8 teachers (2.3%) were aged 20 to 24 years old, 55 (15.9%) were aged 
25 to 29, 78 (22.5%) were aged 30 to 34, 88 (25.4%) were aged 38 to 39, 71 (20.5) were 
aged 40 to 44, and 46 (13.3%) were aged 45 years old and above. 
Regarding the participants’ level of education, 212 (61.3%) teachers said they had 
a Bachelor’s degree in teaching while 126 (36.4%) had a Master’s in teaching. Only eight 
teachers (2.3%) had an academic Master’s degree. 
More than half the teachers (52.3%) had six to 15 years of teaching experience. 
Eighty (23.1%) teachers had five years or less of teaching experience, 116 (33.5%) had 
six to 10, 65 (18.8%) had 11 to 15 years of experience. Then 43 (12.4%) had 16 to 20 
years, 20 (5.8%) had 21 to 25, 16 (4.6%) had 26-30, and only 6 (1.7%) had 31 years or 
more of professional experience. 
Regarding the specific experience of teaching children with special education 
needs (disabilities), 185 teachers (53.5%) said they had experience teaching students with 
special education needs and 161 (46.5%) had no experience teaching students with 
disabilities. Most of the teachers (81.5%) said they did not have any training in how to 
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teach students with special education needs while only 18.5% stated that they had 
training in special education. 
Considering that the location of the SEEPD inclusive education program is in the 
English-speaking part of Cameroon, only 25 teachers (7.2%) said the language of 
instruction they used in class was French while 273 (78.9%) used English as the language 
of instruction. On the other hand, 48 teachers (13.9%) used both languages 
interchangeably in their classrooms. Table 3 depicts the demographic data on 
respondents. 
Analyses and Findings 
The analyses of data had the objective of finding answers to the following 
research questions: 
1. What are the attitudes of general education teachers toward inclusion in 
Cameroon, with regards to (a) the benefits/outcomes of integration, (b) integrated 
classroom management, (c) perceptions of teachers’ ability to teach students with special 
needs, and (d) perceptions of separate versus inclusive education? 
2. Do differences exist in teachers’ attitudes on the basis of their (a) gender, (b) 
age, (c) level of education, (d) number of years of teaching experience, (e) experience 
teaching in inclusive classrooms, (f) training in teaching students with disabilities in the 
general education classroom, and (g) teacher’s language of instruction? 
In accordance with the developers of the instrument, overall teachers’ attitudes 
toward inclusion were determined using twelve negatively worded items (2, 4, 6, 8, 9, 11, 
12, 14, 18, 20, 23, 24) and thirteen positively worded items (1, 3, 5, 7, 10, 13, 15, 16, 17, 
19, 21, 22, 25). 
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Table 3 
 
Participants’ Characteristics (n=346) 
Item Description Frequency Valid Percent 
Gender   
 
 
Female 
Male 
164 
182 
47.4 
52.6 
Degree   
 Bachelor/DIPESI 
Master/DIPESII 
Master/DEA 
212 
126 
8 
61.3 
36.4 
2.3 
Age (years)   
 20-24 
25-39 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45+ 
8 
55 
78 
88 
71 
46 
2.3 
15.9 
22.5 
25.4 
20.5 
13.3 
Teaching Experience (years)   
 <5 
06-10 
11-15 
16-20 
21-25 
26-30 
31+ 
80 
116 
65 
43 
20 
16 
6 
23.1 
33.5 
18.8 
12.4 
5.8 
4.6 
1.7 
Special Needs Experience   
 Yes 
No 
185 
161 
53.5 
46.5 
Training in Special Needs   
 Yes 
No 
64 
282 
18.5 
81.5 
Language of Instruction   
 French 
English 
Both 
25 
273 
48 
7.2 
78.9 
13.9 
Form    
 English Form 
French Form 
304 
42 
87.9 
12.1 
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Research Question 1 
A six-point Likert-type rating scale was used in the study with participants 
choosing alternatives ranging from strongly disagree, disagree, not sure but tend to 
disagree, not sure but tend to agree, agree, and strongly agree. After scanning the data, 
the numbers checked by respondents for the positively phrased statements were 
maintained as checked, but the negatively phrased statements were reversed as follows: 1 
= 6, 2 = 5, 3 = 4, 4 = 3, 5 = 2, and 6 = 1. 
Overall, the greater the mean score, the more positive was the perception on a 
particular issue (variable). For the purpose of this study, mean scores of 3.5 represented 
neutral attitudes. Mean scores less than 3.5 were judged negative, and mean scores above 
3.5 were judged positively. 
Research Question number 1 had four variables namely: benefits/outcomes of 
integration, integrated classroom management, perceptions of teachers’ ability to teach 
students with special needs, and perceptions of separate versus inclusive education. 
Variable 1: The Benefits of Integration 
(BOI) 
Teachers’ attitudes regarding the benefits derived from the practice of inclusive 
education were measured using items 3, 7, 11, 14, 17, 20, 21, and 24. Table 4 shows that 
the mean score for teachers’ perceived benefits of inclusion was 4.28, and the standard 
deviation was 0.68. About 78.42 % of teachers (respondents) reported positive attitudes 
about the benefits of inclusion or integration of special needs students in the general 
education classroom. Table 4 describes the scores for teachers ‘perceived 
benefits/outcomes for integration 
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Variable 2: Integrated Classroom 
Management (ICM) 
Teachers’ attitudes toward the concept of integrated classroom management were 
measured using items 1, 4, 6, 9, 12, 15, 16, 18, 22, and 25. The attitudes mean score for 
this variable was 3.68, and the standard deviation was 0.60. Table 5 shows that in the area 
of teachers’ attitudes toward integrated classroom management 61.50 % of respondents 
had positive attitudes. Table 5 shows descriptive statistics for perceived integrated 
classroom management. 
 
 
Table 4 
 
Benefit/Outcomes of Integration—BOI (N=346) 
Attitudes Statement M SD 
% Positive 
Attitude 
3 Integration offers mixed group interaction that will foster 
understanding and acceptance of differences among students 
4.98 1.04 93.00 
7 The challenge of being in a general classroom will promote the 
academic growth of the student with a disability 
4.46 1.38 76.58 
11 The presence of students with disabilities will not promote 
acceptance of difference on the part of students without 
disabilities. (R) 
4.21 1.30 72.83 
14 Integration of student with disability will not promote his or her 
social independence 
4.48 1.29 78.90 
17 The integration of students with disabilities can be beneficial 
for students without disabilities. 
4.45 1.23 80.92 
20 Integration will likely have a negative effect on the emotional 
development of the student with a disability. (R) 
4.10 1.40 68.78 
21 Students with disabilities should be given every opportunity to 
function in the general classroom where possible.  
4.68 1.25 83.52 
24 Isolation in a special classroom has a beneficial effect on the 
social and emotional development of the student with a 
disability. (R) 
4.26 1.51 72.84 
Totals Subscale 4.28 0.68 78.42 
Note. R = reversed items.  
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Table 5 
Integrated Classroom Management—ICM (N=346) 
Attitudes Statement M SD 
% Positive 
Attitude 
1. Most students with disabilities will make an adequate attempt to 
complete their assignments 
4.29 0.12 78.90 
4. It is likely that a student with a disability will exhibit behavior 
problems in a general classroom. (R) 
2.71 0.13 74.85 
6.  The extra attention students with disabilities require will be to the 
detriment of the other students. (R) 
3.60 0.15 23.98 
9. Increased freedom in the general classroom creates too much 
confusion for the student with a disability. (R) 
3.60 0.15 52.31 
12. The behavior of students with disabilities will set a bad example for 
students without disabilities. (R) 
4.80 0..19 87.57 
15. It is not more difficult to maintain order in a general classroom that 
contains a student with a disability than in one that does not contain a 
student with a disability. 
3.01 1.47 35.54 
16. Students with disabilities will not monopolize the general classroom 
teacher’s time. (R) 
3.89 1.42 62.42 
18. Students with disabilities are likely to create confusion in the general 
education classroom. (R) 
4.15 1.46 69.36 
22. The classroom behavior of the student with a disability generally does 
not require more patience from the teacher than does the classroom 
behavior of a student without a disability. 
2.52 1.35 77.45 
25. The student with a disability will not be socially isolated in the 
general classroom. 
4.47 1.38 77.45 
Totals Subscale 3.68 0.60 61.50 
 
 
Variable 3: Perceptions of Personal 
Ability to Teach Students with Disabilities 
(ATT) 
Teachers’ self-perception of their ability to teach students with special needs were 
considered negative; the mean score was 2.55, and the standard deviation was 0.95. Items 
2, 10, and 19 measured teachers’ perceptions of their capacity to teach students with 
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special education needs. Only 29.37% of teachers showed positive attitudes in their 
personal abilities to teach students with disabilities. Table 6 displays the results. 
 
Table 6 
Perceptions of Personal Ability to Teach Students with Disabilities—ATT (N=346) 
Perceptions Statement M SD 
% 
Positive 
Attitude 
2. Integration of students with disabilities will necessitate extensive 
retraining of general classroom teachers. (R) 
2.17 1.31 13.87 
10. General education teachers have the ability necessary to work with 
students with disabilities.  
3.06 1.50 56.06 
19.  General education teachers have sufficient training to teach students 
with disabilities 
2.43 1.37 18.20 
Totals Subscale 2.55 0.95 29.37 
 
 
Variable 4: Perceived Concept of 
Inclusion (COI) 
Teachers attitudes toward special education compared to inclusive education were 
negative, the mean score was 3.07, and the standard deviation was 0.91. These 
perceptions, based on teachers’ responses to questions 5¸ 8, 13, and 23, indicated 
negative attitudes by the teachers’ idea of inclusion. They overwhelmingly thought that 
inclusion would not be beneficial to both students with disabilities and those within the 
general education system. Only 39% of teachers saw that inclusion had an impact on both 
general education and special education students. Table 7 representing the perceptions 
related to teachers’ perception of the concept of inclusion, indicates negative teacher 
attitudes. 
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Table 7 
 
Perceptions of Concept of Inclusive Education—COI (N=346) 
Perceptions Statement M SD 
% Positive 
Attitude 
5. Students with disabilities can best be served in the general education 
classroom.  
 
3.58 
 
1.47 
 
54.91 
8. Integration of students with disabilities will require significant 
changes in the general classroom procedure. (R) 
 
2.36 
 
1.32 
 
17.05 
13.  The student with a disability will probably develop academic skills 
more rapidly in a general education classroom than in a special 
classroom.  
 
 
3.64 
 
 
1.66 
 
 
56.06 
23. Teaching students with disabilities is better done by special than by 
general education teachers. (R) 
 
2.69 
 
1.58 
 
29.03 
Totals Subscale 3.07 0.91 39.00 
 
 
Summary of Findings for Research Question 1 
What are the attitudes of general education teachers toward inclusion in 
Cameroon, with regards to (a) benefits of integration, (b) concept of integration, (c) 
integrated classroom management, (d) perceptions of their ability to teach special needs 
students? 
Overall teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion were considered to be negative, M = 
3.40, SD = 0.54. Nevertheless, significant results were found in 2 of the 4 dependent 
variables. A majority of teachers, about 78.42%, thought that inclusive education could 
have some BOI, M = 4.28, SD = 0.68. About 63.98% of teachers, M = 3.68, SD = 0.60, 
showed positive attitudes toward ICM. Most teachers, about 70.63%, had negative 
attitudes about their ATT students with special needs, M = 2.55, SD = 0.95. Teachers’ 
perceived COI was negative, M = 3.07, SD = 0.91 with only 39.9 % of positive attitudes 
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shown by teachers’ perception of inclusion as opposed to separate schools for students 
with a disability.  
Teachers’ negative attitudes toward their perceived ATT children with disabilities 
and negative perceptions of the concept of inclusion were corroborated by the finding 
that only 18.5% of the teachers had received any training in special education, and 53.5% 
had experience in teaching a student with special education needs. Table 8 presents the 
mean scores and teachers’ perceptions of inclusive education by variable.  
 
Table 8 
 
Descriptive Statistics of Variables in the Study (n=346) 
 
Variable Min-Max Mean SD Median Mode Skewness 
Benefits of Inclusion 2.25-5.88 4.28 0.68 4.25 4.25 -.017 
Integrated Classroom 
Management 
1.70-5.40 3.68 0.60 3.70 3.70 -.022 
Perceived Ability to Teach 1.00-5.33 2.55 0.95 2.33 2.33 .146 
Perceived Concept of Inclusion 1.00-5.50 3.07 0.91 3.00 3.25 .039 
Total Scale 2.00-4.97 3.40 0.54 3.35 3.08 .288 
 
 
Research Question 2: Hypotheses Testing 
Null Hypothesis 1: There will be no significant difference in the perception of 
inclusive education based on teachers’ gender (see Table 9). 
 108 
 
Table 9 
 
ANOVA for Teachers’ Perceptions by Gender 
 
Gender N Mean SD F df P Effect Size 
Benefits of Inclusion (BOI) 
Female 164 4.36 0.69 6.12 1,344 .014 .017 
Male 182 4.54 0.63     
Integrated Classroom Management(ICM) 
Female 164 3.61 0.62 4.32 1,344 .038 .012 
Male 182 3.75 0.57     
Perceived Ability to Teach(ATT) 
Female 164 2.60 0.99 .714 1,344 .339 .002 
Male 182 2.51 0.92     
Perceived Concept of Inclusion(COI) 
Female 164 3.80 0.91 .383 1,344 .536 .001 
Male 182 3.89 0.92     
Note. p ˂ .05. 
A two-group one-way between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance was 
performed on four perceptions of inclusive education subscales variables: BOI, ICM, 
ATT, and COI. The independent variable was teacher’s gender (male, female). 
A total of 346 teachers participated in this study, 53% males and 47% females. A 
statistically non-significant Box’s M test (p = .356) indicated equal variance-covariance 
matrices of the dependent variables across levels of gender, signifying the convenience to 
use Wilks’ Lambda in assessing the multivariate effect. 
Using the Wilks’ Lambda as the criterion, the dependent variate was significantly 
affected by gender, Wilks’ Lambda = .969 F (4,341) = 2.709, p = .030. Univariate 
analysis was conducted in each dependent measure separately to determine the locus of 
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the statistically significant multivariate effect. Neither perceived ATT nor perceived COI 
was statistically significant, (Fs >.1 and sig.>.05). Teachers’ genders significantly 
affected their perceived BOI for students (p = .014, partial eta squared = .017) and 
perceived ICM (p = .038, partial eta squared = .012). 
In the case of BOI, the partial eta square = .017 indicates that approximately 1.7% 
of the multivariate variance of the dependent variable was associated with the gender 
factor while the partial eta square = .012 for ICM also shows that roughly 1.2% of the 
multivariate variance of the dependent variable was related to the gender factor. The 
partial eta square for teachers’ perceived ATT = .002 and perceived COI was .001. The 
results indicate that the dependent variables were not significantly affected by gender 
because the effect size for these variables was considered to be small. 
Null Hypothesis 2: There will be no significant difference in the perception of 
inclusive education based on teachers’ age. 
A seven-group one-way between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance was 
performed on four perceptions of inclusive education subscales variables: BOI, ICM, 
ATT, and COI. The independent variable was teacher’s ages (20-24, 25-29, 30-43, 35-39, 
40-44, and 45+). 
Table 10 depicts that out of the total of 346 teachers participating in this study, 
41% were younger than 35 years, 46% were between 35 to 44 years old, and 13% were 
45 years and older. A statistically significant Box’s M test (p = .000) indicated unequal 
variance-covariance matrices of the dependent variables across levels of age and thus 
necessitated the use of Pillai’s trace in assessing the multivariate effect. 
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Table 10 
 
ANOVA for Teachers’ Perceptions by Age 
 
Age N Mean SD  F df P Effect Size 
 Benefits of Inclusion (BOI) 
20-24 8 4.17 0.65      
25-29 55 4.26 0.62      
30-34 78 4.31 0.65  5.19 5,340 .000 .071 
35-39 88 4.45 0.70      
40-44 71 4.58 0.59      
45+ 46 4.80 0.62      
 Integrated Classroom Management(ICM) 
20-24 8 3.86 0.55      
25-29 55 3.77 0.61      
30-34 78 3.55 0.53  2.41 5,340 .036 .034 
35-39 88 3.63 0.62      
40-44 71 3.69 0.63      
45+ 46 3.88 0.54      
 Perceived Ability to Teach(ATT) 
20-24 8 3.67 0.62      
25-29 55 2.57 0.96      
30-34 78 2.45 0.93  1.05 5,340 .387 .015 
35-39 88 2.50 0.91      
40-44 71 2.65 1.01      
45+ 46 2.54 0.99      
 Perceived Concept of Inclusion(COI) 
20-24 8 2.75 1.19      
25-29 55 3.31 0.97      
30-34 78 2.67 0.76  5.35 5,340 .00 .073 
35-39 88 3.19 0.87      
40-44 71 3.04 0.85      
45+ 46 3.34 1.03      
Note. p ˂ .05. 
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Using the Pillai’s as the criterion, the dependent variate was significantly affected 
by age, Pillai’s trace = .186, F (20, 1360) = 3.316, p = .000, 1-Wilks’ Lambda = .175. 
Univariate analysis was conducted in each dependent measure separately to determine the 
locus of the statistically significant multivariate effect. Perceived ATT was not 
statistically significant p > .05, and the other three dependent variables were found to be 
significantly affected by age. Perceived ICM F (5,340) = 2.413, p = .036, partial eta 
squared =. 034, perceived BOI F (5,340) = 5.197, p = .000, partial eta squared = .071, 
and perceived COI F (5,340) = 5.357, p = .000, partial eta squared = .073. 
The partial eta squared outputs indicate the following about the percentage of the 
multivariate variance of the dependent variables associated with the age factor in the 
various dependent measures: ICM = 3.6% (η2 = .036), BOI = 7.1% (η2 = .071), and COI = 
7.3% (η2 = .073).  
Levene’s test of equality of error variances shows that error variances of the 
dependent variables are equal across groups (p < .10) suggesting the use of Post Hoc Test 
(Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch Range). The Post Hoc Test found a significant difference in 
attitudes between teachers aged 40 to 44 and teachers aged 20-24, 25-29, 30-34, 35-39 (p 
< .05) for perceived BOI for students with disabilities. Teachers 40 years old and above 
tended to have more positive attitudes than their younger colleagues. Teachers aged 45 
and older were more positive about the benefits of inclusion than any other group. The 
positive perception of teachers 45 years and older may be explained due to their 
experiences working and interacting with students that have special needs over time. 
 112 
 
Perceptions about the ICM indicated that teachers 45 years old and above were 
more at ease with the management of integrated classrooms than teachers 20 to 44 years 
old, p < .05. 
Perceptions related to the whole COI showed significantly lower mean scores for 
teachers aged 30-34, 20-24, 40-44 compared to those aged 35-39, 25-29, and 45 and 
above. 
Attitudes toward inclusion indicated that older teachers tended to be accepting of 
inclusive education than younger ones. Teachers 40 years old and above were more 
supportive of inclusive education than their younger colleagues, F (5,340) = 4.62, p = 
.00, η2 (effect size) = .064. The effect size of 64% is considered significant. 
Null Hypothesis 3: There will be no significant difference in the perception of 
inclusive education based on teachers’ level of education 
A 3-group one-way between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance was 
performed on four perceptions of inclusive education subscales variables: BOI, ICM, 
ATT, and COI. The independent variable was teacher’s level of education or qualification 
(bachelor’s degree or, master’s degree, doctoral diploma). 
Out of the total of 346 teachers participating in this study 61% were holders of a 
bachelor’s degree, 36.5% held a master’s degree, while 2.5% held a doctoral diploma or 
higher. A statistically non-significant Box’s M test (p = .423) indicated equal variance-
covariance matrices of the dependent variables across levels of qualification, showing the 
convenience to use Wilks’ Lambda in assessing the multivariate effect. 
Using the Wilks’ Lambda as the criterion, the dependent variate was significantly 
affected by the teachers’ level of education or qualification, Wilks’ Lambda = .941 F 
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(8,680) = 2.630, p =.008. Univariate analysis was conducted in each dependent measure 
separately to determine the locus of the statistically significant multivariate effect. 
Perceived ICM was not statistically significant, p > .05. However, significant differences 
in attitudes that could be attributed to teachers’ levels of education were seen in their 
perceived BOI (p = .020, partial eta squared = .023), perceived ATT children with 
disabilities (p = .012, partial eta squared = .026), and perceived COI ( p = .002, partial eta 
squared = .035). 
Levene’s test of equality of error variances shows that error variances of the 
dependent variables are equal across groups (p > .05) suggesting the use of Post Hoc Test 
(Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch Range) for further verification. The Post Hoc Test found a 
significant difference in attitudes between teachers with the bachelor’s degree 
qualification and those with master’s degrees or doctoral degrees for both perceived ATT 
children with disabilities and perceived COI. Teachers with master’s or doctoral degrees 
had more significantly positive attitudes in both cases. The Post Hoc Test results refuted 
the Univariate Test results which indicated a significant difference in perceptions by 
qualification, for BOI. 
Table 11 shows ANOVA for teachers’ perception and descriptive statistics for the 
level of education. 
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Table 11 
 
ANOVA for Teachers’ Perceptions by Level of Education 
 
Degree N Mean SD F df P Effect Size 
Benefits of Inclusion(BOI) 
Bachelor 212 4.40 0.65 3.96 2,343 .020 .023 
Masters 126 4.52 0.64     
DEA 8 4.98 0.95     
Integrated Classroom Management(ICM) 
Bachelor 212 3.64 0.61 2.07 2,343 .127 .012 
Masters 126 3.75 0.56     
DEA 8 3.91 0.66     
Perceived Ability to Teach(ATT) 
Bachelor 212 2.43 0.76 4.52 2,343 .012 .026 
Masters 126 2.72 0.94     
DEA 8 3..00 1.31     
Perceived Concept of Inclusion(COI) 
Bachelor 212 2.94 0.93 6.18 2,343 .002 .035 
Masters 126 3.27 0.87     
DEA 8 3.50 0.65     
Note. p ˂ .05. 
The attitudes toward inclusion by the level of education indicated that the more 
educated teachers tended to be more supportive of inclusive education than lesser 
educated ones. The higher the level of education, the more likely teachers were going to 
be supportive of inclusive education, F (2,340) = 7.95, p = .00, η2 (effect size) = .044. 
Null Hypothesis 4: There will be no significant difference in the perception of 
inclusive education based on teacher’s years of teaching experience.  
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A 7-group one-way between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance was 
performed on four perceptions of inclusive education subscales variables: BOI, ICM, 
ATT, and COI. The independent variable was teachers’ teaching experience (-5, 6-12, 11-
15, 16-20, 21-25, 26-30, 31+). 
Out of the total of 346 teachers participating in this study 23% had 5 years of 
teaching experience or less,  33.5% had 6-10 years of teaching experience, 18.% had 11-
15 years, 12.5% had 16-20 years, 5.8% had 21-25 years, 4.6 % had 26-30 years, and 
0.7% had 31 years of experience or above. A statistically significant Box’s M test (p = 
.005) indicated unequal variance-covariance matrices of the dependent variables across 
levels of teaching experience and thus necessitated the use of Pillai’s trace in assessing 
the multivariate effect. 
Using the Pillai’s as the criterion, the dependent variate was significantly affected 
by teaching experience, Pillai’s trace = .163, F (24, 13560 = 2.396, p =.000. Univariate 
analysis was conducted in each dependent measure separately to determine the locus of 
the statistically significant multivariate effect. Perceived ICM was not statistically 
significant p >.05, and the other three dependent variables were found to be significantly 
affected by teachers’ years of teaching experience. Perceived ATT F (6,339) = 2.561, p = 
.019, partial eta squared =. 043, perceived BOI F (6,339) = 3.901, p =.001, partial eta 
squared =.065, and perceived COI F (6,339) = 3.941, p =.001, partial eta squared =.065. 
The multivariate Ƞ² or partial eta squared outputs indicate the percentage of the 
multivariate variance of the dependent variables associated with the experience factor in 
the various dependent measures: ATT = 1.9% (Ƞ² = .019), BOI = 6.5% (η2= .065), and 
COI = 6.5% (η2= .065). 
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Levene’s test of equality of error variances shows that error variances of the 
dependent variables are equal across groups (p < .10) suggesting the use of Post Hoc Test 
(Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch Range). The Post Hoc Test found a significant difference in 
attitudes between teachers with teaching experience 6-10 years and those with teaching 
experience 16-20, 21-25, 31+ for perceived BOI for students with disabilities. There were 
significantly higher means for teachers 16-20, 21-25, 31+. 
Teachers with 6-10 years and 31 or more years of teaching experience had 
significantly lower mean scores than those with 16-20 years for COI. Perceived ATT 
children with disabilities mean scores per experience category were not significantly 
different from each other (p = .121). 
The attitudes toward inclusive education on the basis of teaching experience 
indicated that teachers’ support grew in the early years of their career (6 years to about 25 
years), but the support steadily falls after 30 years of teaching, F (6,340) = 4.08, p = .001, 
η2 (effect size) = .067. Table 12 represents the ANOVA for teachers’ perception by 
teaching experience. 
Null Hypothesis 5: There will be no significant difference in the perception of 
inclusive education based on teachers’ experience teaching in the inclusive classroom. 
A two-group one-way between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance was 
performed on four perceptions of inclusive education subscales variables: BOI, ICM, 
ATT, and COI. The independent variable was teacher’s special education teaching 
experience (yes, no). 
A total of 346 teachers participated in this study, 53.5% of teachers said they had 
some experience teaching children with special needs while 46.5% said they did not.  
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Table 12 
ANOVA for Teachers’ Perceptions by Teaching Experience 
Experience N Mean SD F df P Effect Size 
Benefits of Inclusion (BOI) 
-5 80 4.47 0.65     
6-10 116 4.21 0.66     
11-15 65 4.50 0.65 3.90 6,339 .001 .065 
16-20 43 4.70 0.59     
21-25 20 4.80 0.51     
26-30 16 4.63 0.80     
31+ 6 4.71 05.99     
Integrated Classroom Management(ICM) 
-5 80 3.72 0.56     
6-10 116 3.63 0.55     
11-15 65 3.63 0.73 1.08 6,339 .371 .019 
16-20 43 3.69 0.65     
21-25 20 3.83 0.60     
26-30 16 3.96 0.39     
31+ 6 3.68 0.16     
Perceived Ability to Teach(ATT) 
-5 80 2.79 0.99     
6-10 116 2.40 0.85     
11-15 65 2.51 1.07 2.56 6,339 .019 .043 
16-20 43 2.43 0.16     
21-25 20 2.85 0.96     
26-30 16 2.87 1.21     
31+ 6 1.94 0.74     
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Table 12—Continued  
Experience N Mean SD F df P Effect Size 
Perceived Concept of Inclusion(COI) 
-5 80 3.19 1.02     
6-10 116 2.80 0.83     
11-15 65 3.12 0.86 3.94 6,339 .001 .065 
16-20 43 3.46 0.70     
21-25 20 3.26 0.93     
26-30 16 3.09 1.22     
31+ 6 2.63 0.72     
Note. p ˂ .05. 
 
A statistically non-significant Box’s M test (p = .505) indicated equal variance-
covariance matrices of the dependent variables across levels of experience teaching 
students with special needs, showing the convenience to use Wilks’ Lambda in assessing 
the multivariate effect. 
Using the Wilks’ Lambda as the criterion, the dependent variate was significantly 
affected by gender, Wilks’ Lambda = .963 F (4,341) = 3.233, p =.037. Univariate 
analysis was conducted in each dependent measure separately to determine the locus of 
the statistically significant multivariate effect. Neither perceived BOI nor perceived ICM 
was statistically significant p > .05. Teachers’ teaching experience in special education 
was significantly affected by their perceived ATT (p = .022, partial eta squared = .015) 
and their COI (p = .001, partial eta squared = .031).  
In the case of ATT, the partial eta square = .015 indicates that approximately 
1.5% of multivariate variance of the dependent variables were concomitant with teachers’ 
special education teaching experience factor while the η2 = .031 for COI also indicates 
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that approximately 3.1% of multivariate variance of the dependent variables were 
associated with the special education teaching experience factor. 
Table 13 presents the ANOVA of teachers’ perceptions by their classroom 
teaching experience. On the whole, teachers who said they had some experience teaching 
special needs students in an inclusive classroom (M=3.49, SD=0.54) tended to be more 
supportive of inclusive education than those who stated that they had no experience (M 
=3.29, SD = 0.53), F (1,34) = 11.99, p = .001, η2 (effect size) = .025. 
 
Table 13 
 
ANOVA for Teachers’ Perceptions by Inclusive Classroom Teaching Experience 
 
Inclusive 
Experience 
N Mean SD F df P Effect Size 
Benefits of Inclusion(BOI) 
Yes 185 4.50 0.67 2.14 1,344 .144 .006 
No 161 4.41 0.65     
Integrated Classroom Management(ICM) 
Yes 185 3.73 0.57 2.26 1,344 .133 .007 
No 161 3.63 0.62     
Perceived Ability to Teach(ATT) 
Yes 185 2.66 0.94 5.27 1,344 .022 .015 
No 161 2.43 0.95     
Perceived Concept of Inclusion(COI) 
Yes 185 3.22 0.89 10.99 1,344 .001 .031 
No 161 2.90 0.92     
Note. p ˂ .05. 
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Null Hypothesis 6: There will be no significant difference in the perception of 
inclusive education based on teachers’ training. 
A two-group one-way between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance was 
performed on four perceptions of inclusive education subscales variables: BOI, ICM, 
ATT, and COI. The independent variable was training in special education (yes, no). 
A total of 346 teachers participated in this study, 18.5% of teachers said they had 
received some form of training in special education while 81.5% stated that they had 
never trained in special education. A statistically non-significant Box’s M test (p = .599) 
indicated equal variance-covariance matrices of the dependent variables across levels of 
training in special education, showing the convenience to use Wilks’ Lambda in 
assessing the multivariate effect. 
Using the Wilks’ Lambda as the criterion, the dependent variate was significantly 
affected by gender, Wilks’ Lambda = .968, F (4,341) = 2.793, p =.032. Univariate 
analysis was conducted in each dependent measure separately to determine the locus of 
the statistically significant multivariate effect. Teachers’ training or lack thereof in 
special education significantly affected their perceptions of inclusive education in one of 
the four inclusive education subscales variables—COI, p = .015. The η2 = .015 indicates 
that approximately 1.5% of the multivariate variance of the dependent variables 
associated with teachers’ or lack thereof in special education. 
There were no statistically significant differences in perceptions by training in 
special education for BOI, ICM, and ATT, p > .05 in each of the three variables. 
The mean scores for teachers who said they had never received any training in 
special education, M = 3.68, SD = .46, was significantly lower than mean scores for those 
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who stated that they had received some form of training in special education, M = 3.76, 
SD = .52. It implies that teachers were more likely to be supportive of inclusive education 
if they had training in special education as opposed to those who did not have any 
training (See Table 14). 
 
Table 14 
ANOVA for Perceptions of Teachers’ Training in Special Education 
 
Special Ed. 
Training 
N Mean SD F df P Effect Size 
Benefits of Inclusion(BOI) 
Yes 64 4.56 0.70 2.01 1,346 .157 .006 
No 282 4.43 0.65     
Integrated Classroom Management(ICM) 
Yes 64 3.62 0.67 1.04 1,346 .306 .003 
No 282 3.70 0.58     
Perceived Ability to Teach(ATT) 
Yes 64 2.72 0.98 2.50 1,346 .114 .007 
No 282 2.51 0.94     
Perceived Concept of Inclusion(COI) 
Yes 64 3.31 0.88 5.33 1,346 .022 .015 
No 282 3.02 0.92     
Note. p ˂ .05. 
 
 
 
Null Hypothesis 7: There will be no significant difference in the perception of 
inclusive education based on teachers’ language of instruction. 
A 3-group one-way between-subjects multivariate analysis of variance was 
performed on four perceptions of inclusive education subscales variables: BOI, ICM, 
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ATT, and COI. The independent variable was teacher’s language of instruction (English, 
French, or both). 
Table 15 illustrates the ANOVA for teachers’ perception by the language of 
instruction.  
 
Table 15 
 
ANOVA for Teachers’ Perceptions by Language of Instruction 
 
Language of 
Instruction 
N Mean SD F df P Effect Size 
Benefits of Inclusion(BOI) 
French 25 4.42 0.56 .348 2,343 .707 .002 
English 273 4.46 0.66     
Both 48 4.38 0.68     
Integrated Classroom Management(ICM) 
French 25 3.72 0.58 .348 2,343 .707 .000 
English 273 3.67 0.60     
Both 48 3.74 0.59     
Perceived Ability to Teach(ATT) 
French 25 2.44 0.88 2.85 2,343 .059 .008 
English 273 2.51 0.93     
Both 48 2.85 1.04     
Perceived Concept of Inclusion(COI) 
French 25 3.14 0.85 .31 2,343 .729 .002 
English 273 3.05 0.92     
Both 48 3.15 0.93     
Note. p ˂ .05.  
 
 
Out of the total of 346 teachers participating in this study, 7.3% used French as 
the language of instruction, 78.9% used English, and 13.88% used both English and 
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French. A statistically non-significant Box’s M test (p = .877) indicated equal variance-
covariance matrices of the dependent variables across levels of the language of 
instruction, showing the convenience to use Wilks’ Lambda in assessing the multivariate 
effect. 
Using the Wilks’ Lambda as the criterion, the dependent variate was significantly 
affected teacher’s level of education or qualification, Wilks’ Lambda = .977 F (8,680) = 
.999, p =.012. Univariate analysis was conducted in each dependent measure separately 
to determine the locus of the statistically significant multivariate effect. Test results 
indicated that there were no statistically significant differences in perceptions based on 
teachers’ language of instruction in all the four perceptions of inclusive education 
subscales variables combined (BOI, ICM, ATT, COI), F (2,340) = .319, p = .727, η2 
(effect size) = .002. 
Summary of Chapter Four 
The purpose of this study was to investigate the attitudes of general education 
secondary school teachers in Grades 6 -12 twelve in seven public secondary schools 
engaged in a pilot inclusive education program in the North-West Region of Cameroon. 
Of the 400 questionnaires that were disseminated, 348 were returned, and 346 were used 
for a return rate of 87.75%. One hundred and sixty-four of the respondents were females, 
and one hundred and eighty-two were males with 65.80% of participants being 39 years 
and younger. About 61.27% of participants had Bachelor’s degree while 36.41% percent 
had a Master’s degree and only 2.31% had a doctoral qualification. Only 18.50% (64) of 
the participants had experience teaching students with special education needs. 
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The highest possible overall score on the ORI is 150. Scores for Cameroonian 
general education teachers involved in the inclusive education pilot program ranged from 
62 to 130. The average scores for BOI, ICM, ATT and COI were 35.64 (4.45), 36.85 
(3.68), 7.66 (2.55), and 12.28 (3.00) respectively. 
The analysis of demographic variables data depicted a strong correlation between 
total score on the ORI and gender, age, the level of education, teaching experience, 
experience teaching students with special education needs, and training for teaching 
students with disabilities in inclusive settings. There was no correlation between the 
language of instruction (French, English, or both) used by the teachers and their 
perceptions of inclusive education. Males had a more positive attitude toward inclusion 
than females, and general education teachers with higher levels of education had a more 
positive attitude toward inclusion than general education teachers with lower levels of 
education. General education teachers with experience teaching students with disabilities 
had a more positive attitude toward inclusion than general education teachers without 
experience teaching students with disabilities. General education teachers with training 
had more positive attitudes toward inclusion than general education teachers without such 
training. 
Chapter 5 provides the recommendations to support the SEEPD program 
managers and the Cameroonian government in their effort to promote inclusive education 
and provide training and professional development opportunities in special education and 
the management of inclusive classrooms. Chapter 5 also offers recommendations to help 
general education teachers, especially those in schools running inclusive pilot education 
programs, develop an appreciation for inclusive education. It is the hope that a more 
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positive attitude from general education teachers would increase opportunities for the 
success of students with disabilities included in general education classrooms in 
Cameroonian schools. 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
The purpose of this study was to examine the attitudes of general education 
secondary school teachers in Grades 6-12 in seven public secondary schools engaged in a 
pilot inclusive education program in the North-West Region of Cameroon. The study 
sought to examine if there was a relationship between teachers’ characteristics (gender, 
age, the level of education, years of teaching experience, experience teaching in inclusive 
classrooms, training, and teachers’ language of instruction), and the attitudes they held 
toward inclusive education. The teachers included in this study all possess the following 
characteristics: full-time employee, currently teaching, certified or have a degree and 
teaches a class between Grades 6-12 (Form 1-7). 
The state of special education in Cameroon is still rudimentary despite the 
country’s signing of the UNESCO Salamanca Statement, which had the purpose of 
furthering the objectives of inclusive education (UNESCO, 1994). There has not been an 
effective implementation of special education laws particularly the law related to the 
practice of inclusion in Cameroonian schools. The weakness in implementation can be 
attributed to the non-readiness of schools, caused by lack of appropriate and adequate 
facilities, such as self-contained classrooms, resource rooms, and the shortage or absence 
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of trained teachers and paraprofessionals. Considering that inclusion is still in its initial 
stage in a few secondary schools in Cameroon, the need to diagnose institutional and 
teacher readiness for the reform is the motivation behind this study. 
The major premise of the study is teachers’ perceptions of inclusive education and 
their ability to support students with disabilities in an inclusive classroom setting. 
Knowing teachers’ perceptions is key to understanding the problems of inclusive 
education and special education, in general, in Cameroon. Teachers’ preparedness to 
handle inclusive classrooms or lack thereof should help all government and education 
stakeholders understand the magnitude of need for the training of special education 
teachers and paraprofessionals. 
Summary of Methodology 
The study used a quantitative descriptive non-experimental research design. The 
instrument used to collect data was the ORI developed by Antonak and Larrivee (1995). 
The questionnaire, consisting of twenty-five questions, was used to gather information 
about general educators’ perceptions of the BOI, COI, ICM, and ATT. A demographic 
questionnaire was utilized by the researcher to gather data about factors known to affect 
general education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion.  
Two main types of secondary schools exist in Cameroon, namely, public and 
private schools. However, the study did not include private schools because of the fact 
that the SEEPD 14-school inclusive education pilot project, which is the source of data 
for the study, involves only public bilingual schools. Teachers from the seven secondary 
schools involved in 14-school SEEPD project were surveyed. Teachers from the seven 
primary schools (Grades 1 to 5) involved in the project were not included in the study. 
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The study focused on the secondary school level teachers because they are all trained for 
service in tertiary education institutions while all teachers of kindergarten to elementary 
schools are trained in non-tertiary educational training institutions. As a result, the study 
of attitudes of kindergarten and elementary school teachers in Cameroon can constitute a 
separate research. 
The data obtained through the scanning of each survey were processed by the 
Statistical Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) and analyzed by the use of descriptive 
statistics (mean score, standard deviations, frequencies, crosstabs). The hypotheses 
related to the research questions were tested using the Multivariate Analysis of Variance, 
Univariate Analysis of Variance, and Post Hoc Tests (Ryan-Einot-Gabriel-Welsch 
Range). 
Summary of Major Findings 
Overall, SEEPD program general education teachers’ attitudes were negative, M 
= 3.40, SD = 0.54. Further discussion of the findings in this study is summarized 
according to the two research questions which were answered by the use of statistical 
procedures listed in the methodology summary. 
Research Question 1 
What are the attitudes of general education teachers toward inclusion in 
Cameroon, with regard to (a) BOI, (b) COI, (c) ICM, and (d) ATT? 
Overall teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion were considered to be negative, M = 
3.40, SD = 0.54. Teachers’ attitudes toward the COI were negative, with only about 39 % 
of teachers showing a positive attitude, M = 3.07, SD = 0.91. About 71% of teachers 
thought that integration would likely have a negative effect on the emotional 
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development of the student with a disability in an inclusive classroom while 82.95% of 
teachers believed that most students with disabilities would not make an adequate attempt 
to complete their assignment in an inclusive learning environment. 
Teachers’ assessment of their personal ATT was largely negative, with only 
29.3% of teachers showing a positive attitude, M = 2.55, SD = 0.95. Only 13.87% of 
teachers thought that students with disabilities could best be served in the general 
education classroom, and 18.20% said that general education teachers have the ability 
necessary to work with students with disabilities, M = 2.43, SD = 1.37. 
The two variables indicating largely positive attitudes toward inclusion were 
teachers’ perceived BOI, M = 4.28, SD = 0.68, and the concept of ICM, M = 3.68, SD = 
0.60. 
About 93% of teachers thought that students might develop academic skills more 
rapidly in a general education classroom than in a special education classroom, and 
78.90% agreed that students with disabilities are not likely to monopolize the general 
education classroom teacher’s time, M = 4.48, SD = 1.29. About 68.78% of teachers 
thought that the practice of inclusion would promote acceptance of difference on the part 
of students without disabilities, M = 4.10, SD = 1.40. 
Regarding the concept of ICM, most teachers (78.9%) believed that students with 
disabilities could best be served in the general education classroom, M = 4.29, SD = 1.24. 
About 77.45% of teachers also said that integration offers mixed group interaction that 
will foster understanding and acceptance of differences among students, M = 4.15, SD = 
1.46 (Integration of students with disabilities can be beneficial for students without 
disabilities, M = 4.47, SD = 1.38). 
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Research Question 2 
Do differences exist in teachers’ attitudes, on the basis of their (a) gender, (b) age, 
(c) level of education, (d) number of years of teaching experience, (e) experience 
teaching in inclusive classrooms, (f) training in teaching students with special needs in 
the general education classroom, and (g) Teacher’s language of instruction? 
The results suggest that participants’ perceptions of inclusive education were 
significantly different by their gender, age, the level of education, teaching experience, 
experience teaching in the inclusive classroom, and training in teaching students with 
special education needs. There were no statistically significant differences in perceptions 
based on teachers’ language of instruction in all the four perceptions of inclusive 
education. 
Gender: Neither teachers’ ATT students with disabilities nor their perceived COI 
was significantly affected by their gender, Fs >.1. However, teachers’ genders 
significantly affected their BOI for students (p = .014, partial eta squared = .017) and 
their perceived ICM (p = .038, partial eta squared =.012). 
In the case of BOI, the Ƞ² = .017 indicates that approximately 1.7% of the 
variance of the dependent variable is associated with the gender factor while the Ƞ² = 
.012 for ICM also indicates that roughly 1.2% of the variance of the dependent variable is 
related to the gender factor. In an earlier study, Jobe and Rust (1996) reached the 
conclusion that male teachers had a more favorable attitude toward inclusion (mean score 
79.44) than female teachers (mean score 73.73). Avramidis and Norwich (2002) explain 
in their study that while the results of some studies reveal that male teachers have more 
positive attitudes than female teachers, results of other studies indicate that female 
teachers have more positive attitudes toward inclusion. The findings of the study by Jobe 
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and Rust (1996) concur with the results of this dissertation but do not concur with the 
study by Leyser and Tappendorf (2001) and Boyle, Topping, and Jindal-Snape (2013) 
who found that female teachers had more positive attitudes toward inclusion than male 
teachers. On the other hand, Avramidis et al. (2000) found that gender was not 
significantly related to teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion. 
Age: There were significant relationships between participants’ ages and their 
BOI, F(5,34) = 5.19, p < .05; ICM, F(5,34) = 2.41, p < .05; and COI, F(5,34) = 5.35, p < 
.05. Teachers’ perceived ATT did not correlate with age, F (5, 34) = 1.05, p >.05. 
Teachers ‘age has a stronger or large effect size in comparison to gender 
considering that the effect size of the three variables is large BOI (7.1%), ICM (3.4%), 
and COI (7.3%). In the case of BOI, the Ƞ² = .071 indicates that approximately 7.1% of 
the variance of the dependent variable is associated with the age factor, the Ƞ² = .034 for 
ICM also indicates that approximately 3.4 % of the variance of the dependent variable 
was associated with the age factor while the Ƞ² = .073 for COI also indicates that 
approximately 7.3% of the variance of the dependent variable is associated with the age 
factor. Teachers’ age had a small significant effect when it came to their perceived ability 
to teach students with SEN in their classrooms; the Ƞ² = 0.15 indicated a small effect size 
depicting that approximately 1.5% of the variance of the dependent variable was 
associated with the age factor. BOI and COI had a large effect size, ICM a medium effect 
size and ATT a small effect size on age. 
Overall attitudes toward inclusion indicated that older teachers tended to be 
accepting of inclusive education than younger ones. Older teachers showed more 
favorable attitudes toward inclusive education than younger teachers—the older a 
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teacher, the more likely he or she was going to be supportive of inclusive education. 
Teachers 40 years old and above were more supportive of inclusive education than their 
younger colleagues, F(5,340) = 4.62, p = .00, Ƞ² (effect size) = .064. According to the 
study conducted by Burge et al. (2008), younger teachers showed more positive attitudes 
toward including students with disabilities in the general education classrooms. 
Nevertheless, some studies have revealed that age does not influence teachers’ attitudes 
toward including students with special education needs in their classrooms (Avramidis et 
al., 2000). 
Level of Education: There were significant differences in teachers’ perceptions of 
BOI, F(2,34) = 3.96, p < .05; ATT F(2,34) = 4.52, p = .05; and COI F(2,34) = 6.18, p < 
.05.Teacher’s perceptions related to ICM were not significantly different by their level of 
education or highest degree, F(2,34) = 2.07, p >.05. 
The level of education of teachers had a significant medium effect on three 
dependent variables, BOI (2.3%), ATT (2.6%), and COI (3.5%) but showed a small 
significant effect on ICM (1.2%). In the case of BOI, the Ƞ² = .023 indicates that 
approximately 2.3% of the variance of the dependent variables associated with the 
teachers’ level of education, ATT, the Ƞ² = .026 shows that approximately 2.6% of the 
variance of the dependent variable is related to the teachers’ level of education while the 
Ƞ² = .035 for COI also indicated that 3.5% of the variance of the dependent variable was 
associated with the level of education factor. The teachers’ level of education was 
stronger when it came to the concept of inclusion. Teacher’s perceptions related to ICM 
were not significantly different on the basis of their level of education. The Ƞ² = .012 
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indicated that approximately 1.2% of the variance of the dependent variable was 
associated with the teachers’ level of education. 
Overall attitudes toward inclusion on the basis of the level of education indicate 
that the more educated teachers tended to be more supportive of inclusive education than 
lesser educated ones. The higher the level of education, the more likely teachers were 
going to be supportive of inclusive education, F (2,340) = 7.95, p = .00, Ƞ² (effect size) = 
.044. These results are conversant with those of Dupoux, Hammond, Ingalls, and 
Wolman (2006), and Moberg and Savolainen (2003) who concluded that teachers with 
higher qualifications had positive perceptions than those with lower qualifications. 
Teaching Experience: There were significant differences in teachers perceptions 
on the basis of teaching experience in the following variables: BOI, F(6,34) = 3.90, p < 
.05; ATT, F(6,84) = 2.56, p < .05; and COI, F(6,34) = 3.94, p < .01. Teachers’ 
perceptions of ICM were not impacted by their years of teaching experience, F(6,34) = 
1.08, p >.05. 
In the case of ICM, the partial eta square = .019 indicate that approximately 1.9% 
of the variance of the dependent variable was associated with the teaching experience 
factor while the partial eta square = .065 for BOI and COI indicate that approximately 
6.5% of the variance of the dependent variable was associated with the teaching 
experience factor. The partial eta square for teachers’ perceived ATT =.043, indicates 
that approximately 4.7% of the variance of the dependent variable was associated with 
the teaching experience factor. The results indicate that the three dependent variables 
were significantly affected by teaching experience because the effect size for these 
variables is considered to be large. 
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Overall attitudes toward inclusive education on the basis of teaching experience 
indicated that teachers’ support grew in the early years of their career (6 years to about 25 
years), but the support steadily falls after 30 years of teaching F (6,340) = 4.08, p = .001, 
Ƞ² (effect size) = .067. 
Experience Teaching in the Inclusive Classroom: Teachers’ teaching experience 
in special education classrooms have significantly affected their perceived ability to teach 
children with disabilities: ATT, F(1,34) = 5.27, p <.05 and COI, F(1,34) = 10.99, p <.05. 
Neither teachers’ perceived BOI nor their ICM were statistically significant: BOI, 
F(1,34) = 2.14, p >.05 and ICM, F(1,34) = 2.26, p > .05. 
As for teachers’ perception concerning their experience teaching in inclusive 
classrooms, the results show that the eta square for BOI = .031 indicates that 
approximately 3.1% of the variance of the dependent variable was associated with 
teachers’ experience teaching in the inclusive classroom. The results also show that the 
three dependent variables BOI (0.6%)’ ICM (0.7%), and ATT (1.5%) were not 
significantly affected by teachers’ experience teaching in inclusive classrooms. The effect 
size for the three variables was considered to be small. 
On the whole, teachers who said they had some experience teaching special needs 
students in an inclusive classroom (M =3.49, SD = 0.54) tended to be more supportive of 
inclusive education than those who said they had no experience (M = 3.29, SD = 0.53), F 
(1,34) = 11.99, p = .003, Ƞ² (effect size) = .025. Results of studies carried out by 
Avramidis and Norwich (2002), and Taylor, Smiley, and Ramasamy (2003) are contrary 
to those of this study in that that teachers with more years of teaching experience were 
less supportive of inclusive education than those with fewer years. 
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Training in Special Education: Teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education 
were affected by their training or lack of training in special education only in the variable 
about their perceived concept of inclusion (COI), F(1,34) = 5.33, p < .05. Teachers’ 
training or lack thereof did not influence their perceptions of inclusive education in the 
following areas: BOI, F(1,34) = 2.01, p > .05; ICM, F(1,34) = 1.04, p > .05; F(1,34) = 
2.50, p >.05. 
In the case of BOI, the Ƞ² = .006 indicated that approximately 0.6% of the 
variance of the dependent variable is associated with the training factor while the Ƞ² = 
.003 for ICM also shows that roughly 0.3% of the variance of the dependent variable was 
associated with the training factor. The Ƞ² = .007 for perceived ATT indicated that 
approximately 0.7% of the variance of the dependent variable was associated with the 
training factor and Ƞ² = .015 for perceived COI indicated that approximately 1.5% of the 
variance of the dependent variable was related to the training in special education. The 
effect size for the four dependent variables, BOI (0.6%), ICM (0.3%), ATT (0.7%), and 
COI (1.5%), was not significantly affected by teachers’ training in special education 
because the effect sizes are considered to be small. 
The overall mean score for teachers who said they had never received any training 
in special education, M = 3.68, SD = .46, was significantly lower than the mean score for 
those who stated that they had received some form of training in special education, M = 
3.79, SD = .52. This means that teachers were more likely to be supportive of inclusive 
education if they had training in special education as opposed to those who did not have 
any training. O’Toole and Burke (2013) in their study of pre-service teacher attitudes 
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towards inclusive education reveal that teachers were positive about inclusion accounted 
for by their higher level of personal efficacy and lower levels of concern. 
Language of Instruction: In all the research variables, no significant differences in 
perceptions were found between teachers who used French, English or both as languages 
of instruction: BOI, F(2,34) = .34, p > .05; ICM, F(2,34) = .34, p >. 05; ATT, F(2,34) = 
2.85, p > .05; COI, F(2,34) = .31, p > .05. 
The results concerning the language of education show that the four dependent 
variables were not not significantly affected by the language of instruction because the 
effect sizes for these variables are considered to be small. As for BOI and COI, the Ƞ² = 
.002 indicated that approximately 0.2% of the variance of the dependent variable was 
associated with the language of instruction factor while the Ƞ² = .000 for ICM also 
indicates that approximately 0% of the variance of the dependent variable was associated 
with the language of instruction factor. The Ƞ² = .008 for perceived ATT indicated that 
approximately 0.8% of the variance of the dependent variable was associated with the 
language of instruction factor. 
Interpretations and Discussions  
This study, unlike previous related studies on inclusive education in Cameroon, 
focuses on attitudes of general education teachers actively experimenting with inclusive 
education in the SEEPD pilot program. The attitudes shown by teachers in this context 
have the potential to be more revealing because these teachers have firsthand information 
about their budding inclusive classroom experiences. Similar studies have been done with 
teachers in general education institutions that were not all actively engaged in inclusive 
education (Amah & Swain; 2014; Stubbs, 2002). The risk with sampling the opinions of 
 137 
 
teachers who are actively involved in inclusive education is that their perceptions can be 
very subjective as a result of personal biases, fears, and beliefs. 
The study investigated the attitudes of general education  teachers in some 
selected schools engaged in a pilot inclusive education program in a country that is still 
lagging behind in the practice of special education in general and inclusive education in 
particular (Ambei, 2016; Arrah & Swain, 2014; Mbibeh, 2013; Shey, 2003; Tanyi, 2016; 
Tukov, 2008). The findings suggest that even though teachers were very supportive of the 
benefits of inclusion, M = 4.28, SD = 0.68, they would still prefer to have separate 
schools or classrooms for students with disabilities, or special education needs as shown 
by their perceptions of the concept of inclusion, M = 3.07, SD = 0.91. Previous studies 
have also indicated general education teachers’ discomfort with the concept of inclusion 
(Bailey, Nomanbhoy, & Tubpun, 2015; Chhabra, Srivastava R, & Srivastava I, 2010; 
Thaver & Lim, 2014). On the other hand, Tindall et al. (2015) reported a positive change 
in attitude and perception toward both the idea of inclusion and working with persons 
with disabilities in Ireland. This finding indicates the possibility of change in attitudes 
with time, especially when there is a more concerted effort to promote inclusion through 
education investment, education training, and sensitization. 
Their preference of separate classrooms by teachers for children with disabilities 
is also congruent with the low self-evaluation of their ability to teach students with 
disabilities. Only 29.3% of teachers thought they had the ability to teach students with 
disabilities, M = 2.55, SD = .91. These findings are congruent with Arrah and Swain 
(2014) who found that general education teachers in Buea, the Southwest Region of 
Cameroon, needed the training to work with special need students. Other studies have 
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also confirmed that teachers become significantly more accepting of inclusion in schools 
when they participate in teacher preparation programs and in-service training that 
combine general and special education curricula (Boyle et al., 2013; Engelbrecht et al., 
201; Ji-Ryun, 2011). 
Even though teachers were not supportive of the concept of inclusion and thought 
that they did not have skills and strategies to teach students with disabilities, they still felt 
that inclusive education is beneficial to all students. About 74% of teachers believed that 
inclusive classrooms would help both the student with special needs and the regular 
student, M = 4.45, SD = .66. A more than an average number of teachers were also 
positive about their abilities to ICM, M = 3.68, SD = .59. This finding seemed 
contradictory to teachers’ claim that they did not have the ability to teach students with 
disabilities. However, considering that the participants in the study were teachers in the 
SEEPD pilot inclusive education program, it is understandable that most of them might 
have taken part in some of the training workshops on integrated classroom management 
offered in schools participating in the pilot program (Mbibeh, 2013; SEEPD, 2011; 
Tohnain & Tamanjong, 2014). This consideration leads to the conclusion that even 
though teachers recognized that short training workshops gave them a substantial head 
start in inclusive education, they still need to receive formal training in inclusive 
education and special education to cope with the demands of the classroom (Ji-Ryun, 
2011; Mbibeh, 2013). 
In the 1983 law number 83/013, the government of Cameroon legislated support 
for the education of children with disabilities and their integration in public general 
education schools. The law also contained provisions for various grants to help special 
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education schools, special pedagogical assistance, training of specialized staff, and the 
development of adapted curricula. The findings of this study and previous studies concur 
that there have been serious issues with the application of 1983, 1990, 2010 law, and 
other recent government executive orders such as the joint circular letter No. 34/06/LC. 
The executive order (joint circular letter No. 34/06/LC) was signed on 2 August 2006 by 
the Ministers of Secondary Education and Social Affairs. Its aim was to facilitate the 
enrolment of children with disabilities or born to poor persons with disabilities, in public 
secondary schools (Arrah & Swain, 2014; Mbibeh, 2013). This study reveals that the 
training of teachers in special education remains a huge hindrance to the implementation 
of special education laws. Only 64 out of 346 teachers said they were trained in special 
education. The support for inclusive education was significantly stronger among teachers 
who had trained in special education, M = 3.76, SD = .52, as opposed to those who said 
they had no training, M = 3.68, SD = .46. The results depict that teachers were more 
likely to be supportive of inclusive education if they had training in special education as 
opposed to those who did not have any training. 
As supported by the findings, one of the biggest challenges of inclusive education 
remains the shortage of trained teachers. The local Higher Teachers’ Training College 
located in the SEEPD pilot inclusive education program constituency at Bambili recently 
initiated a course in inclusive education for guidance counselors and intends to move 
further to extend this training to classroom teachers (Mbibeh, 2013). These are timid 
moves that lead to no significant difference in teacher readiness for inclusive classrooms. 
However, it is a vital initiative that must become more elaborate and consistent. The local 
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training schools and universities should prioritize teacher education programs that have a 
strong special education component (Boyle et al., 2013; Ji-Ryun, 2011). 
The finding from this study that about 70.63% of teachers believed they did not 
have the ability to teach students with disabilities is not only indicative of teachers’ need 
for training but also an indication that there is still an acute lack of resources to support 
special education and the teaching of students with disabilities. The shortages of trained 
teachers and resources, unfortunately, remain serious, 32 years after the country of 
Cameroon introduced legislation containing provisions for various grants to support 
special education schools, special pedagogical assistance, training of specialized staff, 
and the development of adapted curricula (Biya, 1984). According to the Disability and 
Rehabilitation Team (2002), the acute shortage of resources for special education in 
Cameroon have not provided a strong springboard for the development of inclusive 
schools. The policy of inclusion can be effective if regular schools are equipped with 
facilities, such as self-contained classrooms, resource rooms, trained teachers, and 
paraprofessionals, needed to provide vital support to students grappling with learning 
(Cook, 2001; Friend & Bursick, 2006). Indeed, many experts suggest that the success of 
inclusion depends on the knowledge, instructional skills, and in particular on the attitudes 
and beliefs of general education teachers toward the integration of students with 
disabilities (Cook, 2001; Friend & Bursick, 2006). This study affirms that teachers’ ATT 
students with disabilities, M = 2.55, SD = 0.95, is still highly negatively impacted by the 
lack of knowledge and instructional skills in practices such as differentiated instruction 
and response to intervention, which in turn influence their beliefs and attitudes. 
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Even though evidence regarding gender as a factor affecting teachers’ attitudes 
toward inclusion is inconsistent, the findings of this study indicate that teachers’ gender 
significantly affected their perceived BOI for students (p = .014, Ƞ² = .017). Any 
suggestions about why males were more positive about the benefits of inclusion than 
females would be based on speculation. Findings from many studies (Boyle et al., 2013; 
Jobe & Rust 1996; Leyser & Tappendorf 2001; Stubbs 2008) confirm these 
inconsistencies, but it is hard to explain why males and females may see things 
differently on this subject. A historical and sociocultural analysis of the context may give 
clues that explain why female teachers were less positive about the benefits of inclusion 
than their male colleagues. This finding may also be accounted for by the fact that out of 
346 teachers who participated in this study, 53% were males and 47% females. While the 
results of some studies reveal that male teachers had more positive attitudes than female 
teachers, results of other studies indicate that female teachers had more positive attitudes 
toward inclusion (Avramidis et al., 2000; Carroll et al., 2003; Ellins & Porter, 2005, Jobe 
& Rust, 1996). 
Regarding age, older teachers tended to be more supportive of inclusive education 
than younger ones. This finding revealed that older teachers in general education schools 
engaged in the practice of inclusive education are not resistant to change nor do they have 
the tendency to want to preserve the status-quo, as suggested by Clark (1997). The more 
positive attitudes shown by older teachers could be indicative of continuous exposure to 
the practice of special education, ongoing professional learning opportunities, workshops, 
and seminars have given them more ability to accommodate students with disabilities in 
the general education classrooms (Hwang & Evans, 2011). This positive attitude is also 
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an indication of the importance of continual in-service training for teachers on the 
management of inclusive classrooms. These findings do not concur with the conclusions 
of researchers who say that age does not influence teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion 
(Avramidis et al., 2000). Similarly, they do not match with earlier findings that younger 
persons show more positive views toward the inclusion of students with a disability in the 
general education classrooms (Burge et al., 2008). 
The finding that the higher the level of education, the more likely teachers were 
going to be supportive of inclusive education is congruent with most literature on 
teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education. The study found that teachers with masters 
or doctoral degrees had significantly more positive attitudes than those with bachelor’s 
degrees when teachers’ perceived ability to teach children with disabilities and their 
perceived concept of inclusion were examined. The results of this study tie in with the 
results of Dupoux et al., (2006) on the attitudes of elementary and secondary school 
teachers. They found that teachers with a Master’s degree had a more positive attitude 
toward inclusive education (M = 3.45, SD = 0.61) than those who had less than a Masters 
Degree (M = 3.10, SD = 0.49). 
Similar to the findings of this study, Moberg, and Savolainen (2003) conclude that 
teachers with higher qualifications have positive attitudes toward inclusion than teachers 
with lower qualifications. These conclusions indicate the need for educational authorities 
in Cameroon to provide incentives for teachers to pursue graduate specializations in 
teacher education. The inference here is clearly that the more teachers are educated, the 
more likely they will be exposed to training related to the teaching of students with 
special needs. 
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In a context like the one studied, where teachers agree that they need more 
training to have the ability to teach students with disabilities, it means that giving 
teachers the opportunity to get more training, do graduate programs, or take graduate 
level courses related to inclusive education would likely be beneficial. 
Also, the conclusion that teachers with training in special education were more 
supportive of the concept of inclusion than their counterparts with no training is 
additional evidence that the training of more teachers in special education can make a 
difference in the practice of inclusive education. It is the duty of inclusive schools such as 
the SEEPD program schools and educational authorities to recognize and respond to the 
diverse needs of students, ensure the accommodation of both different styles and rates of 
learning, and provide quality education to all through appropriate curricula, 
organizational arrangements, teaching strategies, resource use, and partnerships with their 
communities. This endeavor can be accomplished by making sure that teachers receive 
quality training and are provided with the resources needed to work in inclusive 
classrooms (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and U.S. Department of 
Education, 2015). 
Teachers should not find themselves in a situation which demands that they look 
for information and resources needed for routine classroom activities (Gersten & 
Woodward, 1990; Lauchlan & Greig, 2015). Rather, teachers should be provided all the 
support required for them to embrace new inclusive education initiatives such as the 
SEEPD pilot program and other similar nascent initiatives in Cameroon. A review of 
teachers’ needs is always very crucial since teachers’ complaints about resources need 
“clarity about the nature of the resources required, and indeed why they are needed at all” 
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(Lauchlan & Greig, 2015, p. 71). Boyle (2012) had also argued that putting the wrong 
resources into the inclusive education environment without a clear and accurate action 
plan could worsen teachers’ output instead of improving it. In the context of Cameroon, it 
is necessary to be certain about what the exact needs of teachers are as well as the 
expectations regarding outcomes. 
Several findings from studies  investigating teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive 
education practices have concluded that teachers with more years of experience have a 
more negative attitude toward inclusion than teachers with fewer years of teaching 
experience (Avramidis & Norwich, 2002; Leyser & Tappendorf, 2001; Moberg & 
Savolainen, 2003; Taylor et al., 2003). The findings from this study do not completely 
concur with these studies. Overall teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education by 
teaching experience indicated that teachers’ support grew in the early years of their career 
(6 years to about 25 years) but steadily fell after 30 years of teaching, F (6,340) = 4.08, p 
= .001, Ƞ² = .067. Teachers with 31 years or more of teaching experience certainly need 
more professional support and incentives, if these results are an indication that teachers’ 
motivation to teach inclusive classrooms is on the decline after 30 years of teaching. 
Studies on special education and inclusive education in Cameroon have consistently 
indicated inadequate technical and material support for teachers (Ebontane, 2010; 
Mbibeh, 2013; Shey, 2003; Tukov, 2008). The persistence of this lack of resources can 
lead to frustration among teachers, which might explain why these findings indicate that 
the more experienced teachers became, the more likely they were going to be 
unsupportive of inclusive classrooms. 
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Research has frequently demonstrated that teachers tend to be uncomfortable with 
new practices due to the fear of the unknown and additional workloads (Kazlow & 
Giacquinta, 1977; McInnis, 2000; Mngo, 2011). However, the more they get conversant 
with new practices, fear gradually disappears. The finding confirmed this trend of 
attitudes that teachers who had experience teaching students with disabilities were more 
comfortable with their ATT and the COI than teachers who had no experience. On the 
whole, teachers with some experience teaching special needs students in an inclusive 
classroom (M = 3.76, SD = 0.47) tended to be more supportive of inclusive education 
than those who said they had no experience (M = 3.60, SD = 0.48). These findings are 
congruent with the literature which indicated that Cameroonian teachers are ill-equipped 
to teach students with special education needs in inclusive classrooms (Ambei, 2016; 
Ebontane, 2010; Mbibeh, 2013; Shey, 2003; Tanyi, 2016; Tukov, 2008). 
Limitation 
The study was limited to teachers with a bachelor’s, masters or doctorate who 
volunteered and were present in the schools at the time the instrument was administered. 
A total of 400 surveys were administered to willing participants, and 348 were returned, 
indicating a response rate of 87%. Of the 348 returned surveys two were incomplete or 
computed incorrectly. Some participants used pencils that were not the number 2HB 
pencils provided by the researcher. Using pencils that were not the 2HB pencils on the 
instrument meant that the machine could not scan the responses accurately. 
Limitations were also noticeable with the scope of the study. The population for 
the investigation was limited to general education teachers (Grades 6-12). Thus, there is a 
limitation to the generalization of the findings, which should not extend to all general 
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education teachers. The schools were limited to those participating in the SEEPD 
inclusive education program. These were all bilingual public schools meaning that private 
schools were not included. 
Also, participants in the study came from one of the ten regions of the country. 
Even though this choice was motivated by the region’s strong history of accommodation 
of persons with disabilities and recent advances in the inclusion of students with 
disabilities in the general education schools, it is a concern that teachers’ attitudes toward 
inclusion in other regions might have significant culturally-influenced variations. 
Another limitation of the study is that it only focuses on secondary school 
teachers—teachers covering grades 6-12. The study does not investigate the attitudes of 
the primary level teachers even though the attitudes of teachers in primary schools could 
differ in some ways from those of their counterparts in secondary schools. In the 
elementary schools, there are more female teachers than male teachers. Consequently, 
there would be a big imbalance in gender representation resulting possibly in new 
attitudinal findings if elementary school teachers were included in the study. 
Implications and General Recommendations  
for Practice 
The findings of this study support a trend characterized by the inability of 
Cameroonian schools to implement the 1984 legislation stipulating government aid to 
special education and the development of inclusive education. The slow pace of the 
development of inclusive education schools in the country was not unexpected because 
the same 1984 law stated that the financing of inclusive classrooms would depend on the 
means available to the authorities (Biya, 1984). These results indicate that for special 
education and inclusive education to work properly in Cameroonian schools, authorities 
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have to prioritize its funding, including the unconditional provision of funds for teacher 
education, the creation of special education programs in colleges and universities, the 
development of self-contained classrooms and instructional tools and resources. 
Based on the findings of the study as reflected by teachers’ perspectives on the 
practice of inclusive education in the seven selected schools engaged in the SEEPD pilot 
inclusive education program, recommendations are grouped into seven main areas of 
concern. The areas include (a) introduction of special education courses in teacher 
training colleges, (b) ongoing professional development in inclusive education, (c) 
creation of special education programs in public and private universities, (d) adaptive 
curriculum development and dissemination, (e) training and recruitment of professionals 
and paraprofessionals, (f) breaking cultural barriers to inclusive education, and (g) 
prioritizing new funding sources for inclusive education. 
Introduction of Special Education Courses in Teacher 
Training Colleges 
The study reveals that most of the participants who are graduates from the 
government funded teacher training colleges were more supportive of inclusive education 
if they had training in special education (M = 3.76, SD =.52) as opposed to those who did 
not have any training (M = 3.68, SD = .46). Out of a total of 346 teachers who 
participated in this study, 18.5% of teachers said they had received some form of training 
in special education, while 81.5% stated that they had never been trained in special 
education. 
As a result, we recommend that the government should ensure the introduction of 
special education courses in the three higher teacher training colleges in the country. 
When more than 80% of teachers involved in a pilot inclusive education program say 
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they have no training in special education, it is clear that something needs to be done. 
These conclusions fall in line with the findings of Tohnain and Tamajong (2014) who 
identify the absence of courses and programs for the education of people with disabilities 
in teacher training colleges in Cameroon as a major drawback to the implementation of 
inclusive practices in regular schools. 
Ongoing Professional Development 
The study found that teachers who said they had some experience teaching 
students with disabilities in an inclusive classroom (M = 3, 49 SD = 0.54) tended to be 
more supportive of  inclusive education than those who said they had no experience (M = 
3.29.20, SD = 0.53), F (1,340) = 11.99, p = .001, Ƞ² (effect size) = .025. 
There is a strong need to institute and strengthen the special education component 
in professional development programs in schools. Even when teachers do not receive 
formal training in schools on how to manage inclusive classrooms, they can still become 
productive if given a chance to improve their knowledge and skills through short in-
service training programs such as seminars and training workshops. The SEEPD program 
leaders seem to understand the need for professional development, which explains why 
they have come up with a plan to construct the first resource center in the Government 
Bilingual High School in Bamenda. This center will serve as a location for seminars and 
workshops, and provide a library, ICT, Braille services, books, and equipment related to 
the education of students with disabilities (Muffih, 2011a). Also, National and Regional 
Boards of Education could also implement required courses in Special Education as part 
of a teacher's pre-service educational requirements. These measures will ensure the initial 
exposure to handling students with special education needs and educate the experienced 
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teachers on contemporary issues regarding inclusive settings. Evidence provided in this 
study shows that there are still many questions that need answers and that further studies 
on general education teachers’ attitudes toward inclusion and effective inclusive practices 
are necessary. 
Creation of Special Education Programs in Colleges 
and Universities 
The findings demonstrate that teachers’ perceived COI was influenced by training 
in special education or lack thereof. They tended to be more supportive of the concept of 
inclusion as opposed to separate schools for students with disabilities when they had 
received some form of training in special education (M = 3.30, SD = 0.88). Teachers with 
no training at all were significantly less supportive of the COI (M = 3.0, SD = 0.91). 
As a result, it is necessary to create programs for the training of teachers in special 
education because they are likely to be accepting of the whole concept of inclusion if 
they receive adequate training. The lack of special education specialists in schools in 
Cameroon has led to the perception that it is an imported practice and has made teachers 
less receptive because of the fear of the unknown. It is therefore of great importance to 
create special education training programs in Cameroonian colleges and universities if 
the authorities want educators and education stakeholders to embrace the concept of 
inclusion. The trained special education specialists can lead the effort of inclusion by 
providing coaching and counsel to their general education colleagues managing inclusive 
classrooms. Friend and Bursuck (1999) conclude that the ability of general education 
teachers to accommodate students with special education needs is contingent on guidance 
from resource teachers or special education teachers who coordinate student services and 
IEPs for each student with special education needs. 
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Adaptive Curriculum Development  
and Dissemination 
For successful inclusive education to take place, teachers need to tailor the 
curriculum to suit the needs of all students. To achieve effective inclusion, it begins with 
proper diagnosis and categorization of students with special education need. Without 
clear categorization, the development and dissemination of curricula adapted to the needs 
of the students with special needs become an uphill task. Findings of this study indicate 
an acute shortage of trained professionals who can ensure proper identification of 
disabilities as well as the development of curricula that can accommodate the students 
with various disabilities in general education classrooms. 
Literature indicates that curriculum accommodation can be done through the 
Universal Design for Learning strategy. It is a theoretical framework that guides the 
development of curricula that are flexible and supportive of students with special 
education needs (Dolan & Hall, 2001; Rose, 2001; Rose et al., 2000). The concept calls 
for the design of structures that anticipate the needs of individuals with disabilities and 
the accommodation of these needs from the onset (Smith, 2007). The curriculum should 
be innately flexible, enriched with multiple media, so that the alternatives can be assessed 
whenever necessary. In order to ensure a successful design for structures that take 
adequate care of students with special needs of different categories, it is important to 
begin by creating a special workforce to analyze the current curriculum, in addition to 
one that determines how to test and evaluate students with specific needs. 
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Training and Recruitment of Professionals and 
Paraprofessionals 
The successful implementation of any inclusive education initiative requires the 
efforts of trained special education teachers and paraprofessionals (UNESCO, 2009b). A 
real diagnosis, categorization, and accommodation of students with special needs will 
only be possible when the Cameroonian education system has a reasonable number of 
trained special education professionals, including teachers, paraprofessionals, and related 
service providers. The study results indicate the shortage of special education 
professionals and by implication the absence of paraprofessionals. In a context where 
more than 80% of teachers have either had no experience in teaching students with 
disabilities or received any form of training on inclusive education, it is evident that there 
is a huge need to train not only special education professionals but also paraprofessionals. 
Breaking Cultural Barriers to Inclusive Education 
Even though several factors may contribute to the finding that teachers’ attitudes 
toward the concept of inclusive education (separate versus integrated classrooms) were 
negative (M = 3.00, SD = 0.91), literature affirms that the cultures, norms, and traditions 
of Cameroon constitute an important factor. The Cameroonian cultures, for the most part, 
see the bringing up and education of children with disabilities as the responsibility of the 
parent. This belief explains why the local cultures in Cameroon are both helpful and 
harmful to the condition of persons with disabilities. The strong family support system 
within the communities compensates, to some extent, for the acute shortage of special 
education facilities. Tukov (2008) admits that children with hearing impairments, visual 
impairments, autism, mental retardation and physical or health disabilities receive 
invaluable support from parents and family members. There is always someone home to 
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provide for their basic needs. Notwithstanding, it is important to help teachers move 
away from this mindset by providing the right training and accepting their role in the 
education of students with special education needs, especially in inclusive environments 
There might be no clear relationship between the overall negative teachers’ 
attitudes toward the inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education 
classroom and the Cameroonian government’s handling of special education as a 
subcategory of education. Nonetheless, it is not a stretch to recommend that the 
government should consider the education of children with disabilities as part and parcel 
of national education and not a subcategory, by placing the education of children with 
disabilities under the Ministries of Basic and the Ministry of Secondary Education. The 
current arrangement that places the management of special education under three 
ministries—Ministry of Social Affairs, Ministry of Basic Education, and Ministry of 
Secondary Education—renders the administration of special education ineffective. The 
subcategorization of special education is likely influenced by the culturally prejudiced 
perception of the education of children with disabilities as a social and benevolent service 
instead of responsibility or duty. These perceptions, advertently or inadvertently, tend to 
influence the quality of education services rendered to students with disabilities. The 
education of children with mild to severe disabilities should not be largely limited to 
vocational training because every student has the potential to succeed. The society is 
better served when all students, including those with disabilities, are given equal 
opportunities and rights to learn in non-restrictive environments. 
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Prioritizing New Funding Sources for Inclusive 
Education 
Training of special education and inclusive education professionals in Cameroon 
require much investment by government and other education stakeholders such as 
churches and local organizations. A major reason for the shortage of trained professionals 
`could be the lack of funding for teacher training programs, resources, and pilot inclusive 
education programs such as the SEEPD. Mbibeh (2013) points out that parents, teachers, 
and administrators are of the opinion that “low budgetary allocations are impediments to 
the implementation of IE” (p. 65). 
Specific Recommendations to the SEEPD Program 
Managers 
The SEEPD program is not a sufficiently funded program. As a result, the 
program goals and capacity are limited by its means. This limitation explains why the 
program covers only selected schools in one of the ten regions of Cameroon. Based on 
the findings of this study the SEEPD program leaders can do the following things to 
improve its implementation and scope: 
1. Develop an intensive in-service training program for teachers in special 
education, in general, and inclusive education, in particular. Such programs should be 
continuous, and professionals should be invited to provide much-needed expertise in 
inclusive classroom teaching strategies for effective instruction such as Differentiated 
Instruction, Universal Design for Learning, and Responses to Intervention. 
2. Seek to fund from diverse sources to ensure that essential resources such as 
assistive technologies are made available to students. Considering the financial 
limitations faced by the program, it will only be able to acquire useful assistive resources 
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through partnerships. Physically challenged students need mobility aids, such as 
wheelchairs, scooters, walkers, canes, crutches, prosthetic devices, and orthotic devices, 
to enhance their mobility. Other assistive devices that could make a difference for the 
program participants are audio players, timers, reading guides, Frequency Modulation 
(FM) listening systems, calculators, writing supports, and graphic organizers. 
3. Partner with international schools for teachers and students to have access to 
basic didactic resources such as textbooks, student workbooks, worksheets, large print 
texts, Braille texts, videos, software, and internet resources. 
Recommendations for Future Research 
The findings of the study show the need for further research in several inclusive 
education related areas, including:  
1. Studies that follow up on the results of this study. This study investigated the 
attitudes of secondary school teachers in a pilot inclusive education program. This pilot 
program covers both primary (k1- 5) and secondary (grades 6-12) schools. It will be 
logical to suggest for two follow-up studies. The first of the two studies would investigate 
primary school teachers’ attitudes, in the same pilot inclusive education program. 
2. A second study could be done to compare primary school teachers’ attitudes 
toward inclusive education with those of the secondary school teachers. Such a study will 
not only determine if the ages of students with disabilities influence how teachers 
perceive their ability to learn in an inclusive environment, but also if teachers’ levels of 
education influence their perceptions since primary school teachers in the country are less 
educated—most of them are not college graduates. 
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3. The impact of the availability of resources. Teachers’ abilities to teach 
students with special needs is largely affected by the availability of resources. Further 
research can be done to find out teachers’ beliefs about the availability of resources and 
the usefulness of such remedies. Their opinions about the types of support needed and 
from whom they expect the support would constitute important, informative data that 
could be used by educational stakeholders. 
4. The influence of customs, traditions, and beliefs on attitudes teachers have 
toward students with disabilities, and their inclusion in general education classrooms is 
still strong among Cameroonian K-12 teachers. An indication of this influence of this 
finding could be seen in the current study where 82.95% of teachers think that most 
students with disabilities will not be able to make an adequate attempt to complete their 
assignments. The perception certainly influences this mindset that persons with 
disabilities are “handicapped” individuals. A socio-cultural investigation of the impact of 
culture on Cameroonian teachers’ attitudes toward inclusive education in the 21st century 
can reveal salient barriers to inclusion that would otherwise be neglected. 
5. A follow-up study that investigates whether or not teachers’ levels of consent 
for inclusive education vary by the type of disabilities. This variation is likely an area of 
interest because the challenges of integration of students with physical disabilities would 
differ from those of students with emotional and behavioral disorders. 
Summary 
The findings of this study show that most teachers in Cameroon still prefer 
separate special education institutions to inclusive ones. Their perceptions of the concept 
of inclusion (or special versus integrated general education) clearly indicate an overall 
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negative attitude toward inclusive education as a whole. With 71% of teachers thinking 
that integration will likely have an adverse effect on the emotional development of the 
student with a disability in an inclusive classroom, it is clear that for inclusive education 
to be embraced, a concerted effort will be needed from all education stakeholders in 
Cameroon. It is even more of a concern when 82.95% of teachers think that most students 
with disabilities will not make an adequate attempt to complete their assignments in an 
inclusive learning environment. Considering that this study was conducted among 
teachers in general education institutions currently experimenting with inclusive 
education, it is likely that the attitudes would be poorer if the study was carried out in 
most of the schools that were not involved in inclusive education practices. This thought 
is testimony that the acceptance and growth in the practice of inclusive education in 
Cameroon, as a whole, remains a walking progress. The pace of this walk and the time it 
eventually takes to reach the end goal, which is the total acceptance of inclusive 
education, will depend to a significant extent on the contribution of national educational 
stakeholders, including government, churches, private individuals, educational leaders, 
and teachers. 
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SURVEY 
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TABLE OF VARIABLE DEFINITIONS 
 
Opinions Relative to the Integration of Students with Disabilities 
 
General Directions: Educators have long realized that one of the most important 
influences on a child's educational progress is the classroom teacher. The purpose of 
this questionnaire is to obtain information that will aid school systems in increasing the 
classroom teacher's effectiveness with students with disabilities placed in his or her 
classroom. Your participation in this survey is voluntary, and your responses are 
completely anonymous and confidential. Please give your response to each item by 
checking the box that best expresses your opinion. 
 
Statement Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Not sure 
but tend 
to 
disagree 
Not sure 
but tend 
to agree 
Agree Strong
ly 
agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. Most students with disabilities 
will make an adequate attempt to 
complete their assignments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2. Integration of students with 
disabilities will necessitate 
extensive retraining of general 
classroom teachers. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3. Integration offers mixed group 
interaction that will foster 
understanding and acceptance of 
differences among students. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4. It is likely that a student with 
disability will exhibit behavior 
problems in a general classroom  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
5. Students with disabilities can 
best be served in the general 
education classroom. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6. The extra attention students 
with disabilities require will be 
to the detriment of the other 
students. 
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Statement Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Not sure 
but tend 
to 
disagree 
Not sure 
but tend 
to agree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. The challenge of being in a 
general classroom will promote 
the academic growth of the 
student with a disability. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
8. Integration of students with 
disabilities will require 
significant changes in general 
classroom procedures. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9. Increased freedom in the 
general classroom creates too 
much confusion for the student 
with a disability.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10. General classroom teachers 
have sufficient training to teach 
students with disabilities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11. The presence of students 
with disabilities will not promote 
acceptance of difference on the 
part of students without 
disabilities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12. The behavior of students 
with disabilities will set a bad 
example for students without 
disabilities.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
13. The student with a disability 
will probably develop academic 
skills more rapidly in a general 
education classroom than in a 
special classroom. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
14. Integration of the student 
with a disability will not promote 
his or her social independence. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
15. It is not more difficult to 
maintain order in a general 
classroom that contains a student 
with a disability than in one that 
does not contain a student with a 
disability. 
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Statement Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Not sure 
but tend 
to 
disagree 
Not sure 
but tend 
to agree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
16 Students with disabilities will 
not monopolize the general 
classroom teacher’s time. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17 The integration of students 
with disabilities can be beneficial 
for students without disabilities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
18. Students with disabilities are 
likely to create confusion in the 
general classroom. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
19. General education teachers 
have the ability necessary to 
work with students with 
disabilities. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
20. Integration will likely have a 
negative effect on the emotional 
development of the student with 
a disability. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
21. Students with disabilities 
should be given every 
opportunity to function in the 
general classroom where 
possible. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22. The classroom behavior of 
the student with a disability 
generally does not require more 
patience from the teacher than 
does the classroom behavior of a 
student without a disability 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23. Teaching students with 
disabilities is better done by 
special than by general education 
teachers. 
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Statement 
Strongly 
disagree 
Disagree Not sure 
but tend 
to 
disagree 
Not sure 
but tend 
to agree 
Agree Strongly 
agree 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
24.Isolation in a special 
classroom has a beneficial effect 
on the social and emotional 
development of the student with 
a disability 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25. The student with a disability 
will not be socially isolated in 
the general classroom. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Demographic Questionnaire 
In this section, provide information to items 1 to 7. Be sure to check or fill in the 
box containing the response corresponding to your situation. 
 
Indicate your gender: 
26. (a).  Male, (b).  Female. 
 
Indicate your age range: 
a).  Less than 20 yrs, b).  20-24 yrs, c).  25-29 yrs, d).  30-34 yrs, 
e).  35-39 yrs old, f).  40-44 yrs, g).  45 yrs and above. 
 
Indicate your highest degree: 
a).  Bachelor or DIPES I, b).  Masters or DIPES II, c).  Master or DEA.  
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Indicate your teaching experience: 
a).  Less than 5 yrs, b).  6-10 yrs, c).  11-15 yrs, d).  16-20 yrs,  
e).  21-25 yrs, f).  26-30 yrs, g).  31 yrs and above. 
 
Do you have any experience teaching students with special needs in your 
classroom? 
a).  Yes,   b).  No. 
 
Have you had the training to teach students with special needs? 
a).  Yes,   b).  No. 
 
Indicate your language of instruction: 
a).  French,   b).  English,   c).  Both. 
 
Thank you for completing this questionnaire. 
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Opinions Relative l’Intégration des élèves handicapés 
Directives générales : Les éducateurs ont longtemps constaté que l’enseignant 
exerce l’une des influences les plus fortes sur la manière dont un enfant évolue 
dans son apprentissage. Ce questionnaire vise l’obtention des informations 
pouvant aider les systèmes scolaires à améliorer l’efficacité des enseignants face 
aux apprenants handicapés présents dans leurs salles de classe. Votre participation 
à cette enquête est volontaire et vos réponses purement anonymes et strictement 
confidentielles. Veuillez répondre en marquant une croix dans la case portant la 
mention qui exprime mieux votre opinion sur l’idée évoquée dans chacun des cas 
ci-après : 
 
Déclaration 
 
Désaccord 
total 
Désaccord Pas sûr 
mais tend 
vers le 
désaccord 
Pas sûr 
mais tend 
vers 
l’accord 
Accord Accord 
total 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1. La plupart des 
élèves handicaps 
feront des efforts 
adéquats pour finir 
leurs devoirs dans 
une salle régulière. 
      
 
2 L’intégration des 
élèves handicapées 
demande que les 
enseignants des 
classes régulières 
reçoivent une 
formation additive et 
adaptée.  
      
 
3. L’intégration 
offre la possibilité 
d’organiser des 
groupes de travail 
mixe d’interaction 
qui facilite la 
compréhension et 
renforce 
l’acceptation des 
différences entre les 
élèves  
      
 
4. Il est probable 
qu’un élève avec un 
handicap apprenne 
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plus rapidement 
dans une classe 
intégrée que dans 
une classe régulière 
 
5. Les élèves 
handicapés reçoivent 
le meilleur 
encadrement dans la 
salle de classe 
régulière (intégrée). 
      
 
Déclaration 
 
Désaccord 
total 
Désaccord Pas sûr 
mais tend 
vers le 
désaccord 
Pas sûr 
mais tend 
vers 
l’accord 
Accord Accord 
total 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. L’attention particulière 
que les élèves handicapés 
réclament sera au détriment 
des élèves non-handicapés  
 
      
7. Faire parti d’une salle de 
classe régulière est un défi 
qui renforce la croissance 
académique d’un élève 
handicapé. 
  
      
8. L’intégration des élèves 
handicapées demande un 
grand changement dans les 
procédures d’une salle de 
classe régulière. 
 
      
9. La liberté grandissante 
dans la salle de classe 
régulière crée trop de 
confusion pour les élèves 
handicapés. 
 
      
10. L’attention particulière 
que les élèves handicapés 
réclament sera au détriment 
des élèves non-handicapés. 
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11. La présence des élèves 
handicapés dans une salle 
de classe n’encouragera 
pas les élèves non-
handicapés à accepter les 
différences. 
 
      
12. Le comportement des 
élèves handicapés sera un 
mauvais exemple aux 
élèves non-handicapés. 
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Déclaration 
 
Désaccord 
total 
Désaccord Pas sûr 
mais tend 
vers le 
désaccord 
Pas sûr 
mais tend 
vers 
l’accord 
Accord Accord 
total 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13. Il est probable qu’un 
élève handicapé affiche les 
problèmes de comportement 
dans une salle de classe 
régulière. 
 
      
14. L’intégration d’un élève 
handicapé ne contribuera pas 
à son indépendance sociale. 
 
      
15. Il n’est pas plus difficile 
de mettre de l’ordre dans 
une classe régulière 
contenant un élève 
handicapé que dans celle qui 
ne contient pas d’élève 
handicapé. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16. Les élèves handicapés ne 
monopoliseront pas le temps 
de l’enseignant d’une classe 
régulière. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
17. L’intégration des élèves 
handicapés peut être 
bénéfique aux élèves non-
handicapés. 
 
      
18. Les élèves handicapés 
sont susceptibles de créer la 
confusion dans une salle de 
classe régulière 
 
      
19. Les enseignants des 
classes régulières sont assez 
outillés et capable 
d’encadrer les élèves 
handicapés.  
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Déclaration 
 
Désaccord 
total 
Désaccord Pas sûr 
mais tend 
vers le 
désaccord 
Pas sûr 
mais tend 
vers 
l’accord 
Accord Accord 
total 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 
20. L’intégration aura un 
impact négatif sur le 
développement émotionnel 
d’un élève ayant un 
handicap. 
 
      
21. Dans la mesure du 
possible, l’on devrait donner 
chaque occasion aux les 
élèves handicapés de 
fonctionner dans une salle de 
classe générale 
 
      
22. Généralement le 
comportement d’un élève 
handicapé ne demande pas 
plus de patience de la part de 
l’enseignant général que 
celui d’un élève non-
handicapé. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23 Les élèves handicapés 
sont mieux encadrés par les 
enseignants spéciaux que par 
ceux des classes régulières. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
24. L’isolation dans une 
salle de classe spéciale a un 
effet positif sur le 
développement social et 
émotionnel de l’élève ayant 
un handicap. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
25. L’élève handicapé ne 
sera pas socialement isolé 
dans une salle de classe 
régulière  
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Questionnaire Démographique 
Veuillez répondre aux questions ci-dessous en marquant une croire dans 
la case qui porte la mention qui s’applique à vous. 
 
Votre sexe: 
(a).  Masculin, (b).  Féminin. 
 
Votre âge: 
a).  Moins de 20 ans,   b).  20-24 ans,   c).  25-29 ans,   d).  30-34 ans, 
e.  35-39 ans,   f).  40-44 ans,   g).  45ans et plus. 
 
Votre diplôme le plus élevé: 
a).  Licence ou DIPES I, b).  Maitrise ou DIPES II, c).  Maîtrise ou DEA.  
 
Experiences’ professionnelles: 
a).  Moins de 5 ans, b).  6-10 ans, c).  11-15 ans, d).  16-20 ans, 
e).  21-25 ans, f).  26-30 ans,  g).  31ans et plus 
 
Avez-vous déjà enseigné des apprenants ayant des besoins spéciaux? 
a).  Oui,   b).  Non. 
 
Avez-vous été formé(e) pour enseigner les apprenants ayant des besoins 
spéciaux? 
a).  Oui,   b).  Non. 
 
Votre langue d’instruction: 
a).  Le Français,  b).  L’Anglais,  c).  Le Français et L’Anglais. 
 
Je vous remercie d’avoir remplis questionnaire. 
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Table of Definition of Variables 
 
Variable: (The 
name that you 
utilize to 
identify the 
variable 
through all the 
study) 
What? 
Conceptual 
Definition: (The 
specific definition 
that you utilize, 
according to the 
literature, as a 
definition of the 
variable in your 
study) 
What it means? 
Instrumental 
definition: (The items, 
stimulus or indicators 
in your survey that you 
utilize in order to 
observe the variable) 
How to be observed? 
Operational 
definition: ( The 
procedure to get one 
score or value of the 
variable) 
 
 
How to measure? 
Perceived 
concept of 
inclusion 
(separate 
special 
education v. 
inclusive 
education) 
(PCI) 
Teachers’ 
preferences 
between 
including students 
in the general 
education 
classroom 
(inclusive 
classrooms) or 
leave them in 
separate special 
schools (non-
inclusive 
classrooms) 
 
6-point Likert scale: 
(strongly disagree to 
strongly agree). 
Items Used: 5,8,13& 23 
Negatively phrased 
items scored by 
reversing item1= +3, 
2= +2, 3= +1, 4= -1, 5= 
-2, and 6= -3. 
5)Students with 
disabilities can best be 
served in the general 
education classroom 
PCI01 
8)Integration of 
students with 
disabilities will require 
significant changes in 
general classroom 
procedures PCI08 
13)The student with a 
disability will probably 
develop academic skills 
more rapidly in a 
general education 
classroom than in a 
special classroom 
PCI13 
23) Teaching students 
with disabilities is 
better done by special 
than by general 
education teachers. 
PCI23 
The subject response 
to each item using a 6 
point Likert- scale, as 
follows: 
1=strongly disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Not sure but tend to 
disagree 
4=Not sure but tend to 
agree 
5=agree 
6=Strongly agree 
 
Likert scale1= -3(1),-
2(2), -1(3), +1(4), 
+2(5), +3(6). 
Score=Sum of 
positively scored 
items. 
The responses will be 
tabulated on a ratio 
scale, determined by 
adding scores 
obtained from 
answers to the 
interpersonal items, 
on a range from 4-
6=24 
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Variable Conceptual 
Definition 
Instrumental definition Operational 
definition 
Perceived 
ability to 
teach 
children 
with 
disabilities 
(PAT) 
Perception of 
teachers’ 
competence to 
teach students with 
disabilities—
appropriate skills 
and strategies 
6-point Likert scale: 
(strongly disagree to 
strongly agree). 
Items Used 2,10&19 
Negatively phrased items 
scored by reversing item.  
1=1= +3, 2= +2, 3= +1, 4= 
-1, 5= -2, and 6= -3 
2)Integration of students 
with disabilities will 
necessitate extensive 
retraining of general 
classroom teachers. PTA02 
10) General education 
teachers have the ability 
necessary to work with 
students with disabilities. 
PTA10 
19)General classroom 
teachers have sufficient 
training to teach students 
with disabilities. PTA19 
 
 
The subject response 
to each item using a 6 
point Likert- scale, as 
follows: 
1=strongly disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Not sure but tend to 
disagree 
4=Not sure but tend to 
agree 
5=agree 
6=Strongly agree 
 
 
 
Likert scale1= -3(1),-
2(2), -1(3), +1(4), 
+2(5), +3(6). 
Score=Sum of 
positively scored 
items. 
The responses will be 
tabulated on a ratio 
scale, determined by 
adding scores 
obtained from answers 
to the interpersonal 
items, on a range from 
3-6=18 
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Variable Conceptual 
Definition 
Instrumental definition Operational 
definition 
Perceived 
classroom 
management 
(PCM) 
It is the teachers’ 
capability or ability 
to use time 
effectively and to 
keep order in the 
general education 
classroom. 
6-point Likert scale: (strongly 
disagree to strongly agree). 
Items Used 1, 4, 6, 9, 12, 15, 16, 18, 
22, 25 
Negatively phrased items scored by 
reversing item.  
1=1= +3, 2= +2, 3= +1, 4= -1, 5= -2, 
and 6= -3 
1) Most students with disabilities 
will make an adequate attempt to 
complete their assignments. PCM01 
4) It is likely that a student with 
disability will exhibit behavior 
problems in a general classroom. 
PCM04 
6) The extra attention students with 
disabilities require will be to the 
detriment of the other students. 
PCM06 
9) Increased freedom in the general 
classroom creates too much 
confusion for the student with a 
disability. PCM09  
12) The behavior of students with 
disabilities will set a bad example 
for students without disabilities. 
PCM12 
15) It is not more difficult to 
maintain order in a general 
classroom that contains a student 
with a disability than in one that 
does not contain a student with a 
disability. PCM15 
16) Students with disabilities will 
not monopolize the general 
classroom teacher’s time. PCM16 
18) Students with disabilities are 
likely to create confusion in the 
general classroom. PCM18 
22)The classroom behavior of the 
student with a disability generally 
does not require more patience from 
the teacher than does the classroom 
The subject 
response to each 
item using a 6 
point Likert- 
scale, as follows: 
1=strongly 
disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Not sure but 
tend to disagree 
4=Not sure but 
tend to agree 
5=agree 
6=Strongly agree 
 
Likert scale1= -
3(1), -2(2), -1(3), 
+1(4), +2(5), 
+3(6). 
Score=Sum of 
positively scored 
items. 
The responses 
will be tabulated 
on a ratio scale, 
determined by 
adding scores 
obtained from 
answers to the 
interpersonal 
items, on a range 
from 10-6=60 
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behavior of a student without a 
disability. PCM22 
25)The student with a disability will 
not be socially isolated in the 
general classroom. PCM25 
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Variable Conceptual 
Definition 
Instrumental definition Operational 
definition 
Perceived 
outcome 
for students 
with 
disabilities 
(POS) 
Teachers’ 
perception of the 
benefits or lack 
thereof of inclusive 
classrooms and 
schools to both 
students with 
disabilities and 
regular students 
taught in the 
integrated 
classroom.  
 
6-point Likert scale: (strongly 
disagree to strongly agree). 
Items Used 3, 7, 11, 14, 17, 20, 21, 24 
Negatively phrased items scored by 
reversing item.  
1=1= +3, 2= +2, 3= +1, 4= -1, 5= -2, 
and 6= -3 
3) Integration offers mixed group 
interaction that will foster 
understanding and acceptance of 
differences among students. POS03 
7) The challenge of being in a general 
classroom will promote the academic 
growth of the student with a disability. 
POS07 
11)The presence of students with 
disabilities will not promote 
acceptance of difference on the part of 
students without disabilities.POS11 
14) Integration of the student with a 
disability will not promote his or her 
social independence.POS14 
17) The integration of students with 
disabilities can be beneficial for 
students without disabilities. POS17 
20) Integration will likely have a 
negative effect on the emotional. 
POS20 development of the student 
with a disability 
21) Students with disabilities should 
be given every opportunity to function 
in the general classroom where 
possible. POS21 
24) Isolation in a special classroom 
has a beneficial effect on the social 
and emotional development of the 
student with a disability. POS24 
 
 
The subject 
response to each 
item using a 6 
point Likert- 
scale, as follows: 
1=strongly 
disagree 
2=Disagree 
3=Not sure but 
tend to disagree 
4=Not sure but 
tend to agree 
5=agree 
6=Strongly agree 
 
Likert scale1= -
3(1),-2(2), -1(3), 
+1(4), +2(5), 
+3(6). 
Score=Sum of 
positively scored 
items. 
The responses 
will be tabulated 
on a ratio scale, 
determined by 
adding scores 
obtained from 
answers to the 
interpersonal 
items, on a range 
from 8-6=48 
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Table of Definition of Demographic Variables 
 
Variable: (The 
name that you 
utilize to 
identify the 
variable 
through all the 
study) 
What? 
Conceptual Definition: 
(The specific definition 
that you utilize, 
according to the 
literature, as a 
definition of the 
variable in your study) 
What it means? 
Instrumental definition: 
(The items, stimulus or 
indicators in your 
survey that you utilize 
in order to observe the 
variable) 
How to be observed? 
Operational definition: 
( The procedure to get 
one score or value of 
the variable) 
 
 
How to measure? 
Gender This is an item on the 
demographic survey in 
which the subject is 
asked to identify their 
gender 
1=Male 
2=Female 
This is assumed to be a 
metric scale 
Age This is an item on the 
demographic survey in 
which the subject is 
asked to identify their 
age range 
Age ranges are 
categorized as follows:  
1=Less than 20; 
2=20-26; 3=26-31 
4=31-36; 5=36-41 
6=41-46; 
7=46 and above. 
Ratio scale was  used. 
Ages fall into six 
groups. This is 
assumed to be metric 
scale. 
Level of 
education 
This is an item on the 
demographic survey in 
which the subject is 
asked to identify their 
level of education 
1=BA 
2=Masters 
3=DEA 
This is assumed to be a 
metric scale 
Years of 
teaching 
experience 
This is an item on the 
demographic survey in 
which the subject is 
asked to identify their 
age range 
1=Less than five years; 
2=6 -10; 3=11 - 15,  
4=16 – 20;5=21 - 25,  
6=26 and above 
Ratio scale was used 
Experience fall into six 
groups 
Experience 
teaching in 
inclusive 
classrooms 
This is an item on the 
demographic survey in 
which the subject is 
asked to indicate if he 
or she has experience 
teaching in inclusive 
classrooms 
1=Yes 
2=No 
This is assumed to be a 
metric scale 
Training in 
teaching 
students with 
SEN in the 
general 
education 
classroom 
This is an item on the 
demographic survey in 
which the subject is 
asked to indicate if he 
or she has been trained  
1= Yes 
2=No 
This is assumed to be a 
metric scale 
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Language of 
instruction 
This is an item on the 
demographic survey in 
which the subject is 
asked to identify the 
language he or she 
used in class (English 
or English) 
1=English 
2=French 
3=Both 
The ordinal scale was 
used.  1=English  
2=French 
3=Both 
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Andrews University 
Berrien Springs, Michigan 49104 
Informed Consent to Participate in a Research Study 
 
A.    PURPOSE  
Under the supervision of Dr. Faith-Ann McGarrell, Professor of Curriculum and 
Instruction at Andrews University, Agnes Y. Mngo, a graduate student in Curriculum and 
Instruction, is conducting research on an investigation of the attitudes held by general 
education  teachers toward students with disabilities in a pilot inclusive education 
program in Cameroon The purpose of the survey that will be administered to about 700 
teachers in seven Cameroonian bilingual secondary education schools is to investigate 
teachers ‘attitudes toward inclusive education.  
B.    PROCEDURES 
By accepting to participate in this study, I agree to complete a questionnaire that will seek 
to know my positions on issues related to the level of satisfaction and dissatisfaction I 
have with inclusive education. 
1. Objectives 2. Implementation. 
This will be done by responding to a six- point Likert scale questionnaire which requires 
that for each question, you choose from the following responses: strongly disagree, 
disagree, not sure but tend to disagree, not sure but tend to agree, agree, strongly agree. 
C.    RISKS  
I understand that there are no risks involved in this study and that my responses are 
entirely anonymous.  
I also understand that no individual identities are required on the questionnaires or will be 
used in any reports or publications resulting from the study. 
D.    BENEFITS  
There will be no direct benefit to me from participating in this research study. However, 
the results and recommendations of this study would help Cameroonian secondary 
education authorities understand exactly what the views of teachers are, regarding 
inclusive education objectives and its implementation. The results will also address and 
determine the needs and extent of investment by educational leaders in teacher 
preparation, professional development for the management of inclusive classrooms. This 
would, in turn, enable government and other secondary education providers to make 
improvements where needed and consolidate achievements of the new system of 
education  
E.    ALTERNATIVES 
I am free to choose not to participate in this research study. 
F.    COSTS 
There will be no costs to me as a result of taking part in this research study. 
G.    COMPENSATION 
I will be provided a snack ($3.00) during the time spent (30 minutes) to complete the 
questionnaire. 
H.    QUESTIONS 
I have spoken with Agnes Mngo about this study and have had my concerns taken care 
of. If I have any further questions about the study, I can contact Agnes Mngo by calling 
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269-815-5185 or write to the Department of Teaching Learning and Curriculum, 
Andrews University, 100 Old US 31, Berrien Springs, MI 49103 
I.    CONSENT  
I have been given a copy of this consent form to keep. 
PARTICIPATION IN RESEARCH STUDY IS VOLUNTARY.  I am free to decline 
to participate in this research study, or I may withdraw my participation at any 
point without penalty. My decision whether or not to participate in this research 
study will have no influence on my present or future status in my institution. 
  
Signature ________________________________ Date ________________ 
                Research Participant  
 
Signature ________________________________ Date ________________ 
                Interviewer 
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